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PBEFACE. 



The work now offered to the public is the 
last which proceeded from the lamented 
author's hand. In the days which imme* 
diately preceded his peaceful departure out 
of the present life, and while his powers 
were free from all clouds and weakness, he 
spoke of these4)apei*s as nearly prepared for 
the press, and consigned them with that in- 
tention to two of his sons. "With a trifling 
exception, the whole had been careftilly 
transcribed by the hand of filial duty from 
his own character, which, more fix)m de- 
clining eyesight than any manual debility, 
had lost its former boldness and clearness, 
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and had become difficult. In giving bk 
commands respecting the printing, he em- 
powered his representatives to use a discre- 
tion as to lesser points in the form, which 
has been found to be almost entirely 
needless. 

The ministers of Christ who in this and 
other countries remember the instructions 
of Dr. Alexander, will be best able to judge 
of this production. They will recognise in 
it the doctrines and arguments which char- 
acterized the author's theological method, 
and will doubtless prize it as a comprehen-* 
sive syllabus, even while they miss that 
copiousness, vivacity, and warmth, which 
added efficacy to his oral teachings. 

The subject of Ethical Philosophy may 
be said to have engaged the mind of the 
author for at least threescore years. The 
earliest vestiges of his boyish studies show 
proofe of this, in connection with the met- 
aphysical inquiries which afterwards be- 

Digitized by VjOOQIC 



came liis fayourite employment of mind. 
Though in affcer years he was almost daily 
adding to his knowledge of ethical literap 
tore, with an avidity which was nnabated 
to the last, and which sought to be satisfied 
with the most recondite disquisitions in the 
ancient tongues no less than onr own, he 
nevertheless appears to have arrived at 
definite conclusions very early, and to have 
maintained them with little change. It 
was not the habit of his mind, as is well 
known, to accumulate authorities, to load 
his i^bcourses with learned citation, or 
even to break the continuity of his analytic 
cal discourse by unnecessary sallies against 
opponents. Amidst a life of perpetual 
reading, of which he held the spoils in his 
in^^mory with singdlar exactness and tenar 
city, he persevered in seddng and present^ 
ing truth with the minimum of quoted aid 
This quality Q& his thinking will be all the 
rrther obvious in a treatise like the present^ 
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12 PBSFACX. 

which) as an epitome of extended resoltSi 
necessaiily leaves out a thousand pariicu- 
lars of the process and all the %hter play 
of illustration. 

During the period of nearly forty years, 
in which he was theological professor, the 
author had an exercise, for the most part 
weekly, in Mental and Moral Science ; as a 
transition from college work and a recar 
pitulation of juvenile studies. The lectures 
thus delivered were the basis of the suc- 
dnct manual now made public. All its 
parts were thrown into a shape suitable for 
the printing, except the closing chapters on 
the Being and Attributes of Grod, and the 
duties resulting from the relation of the 
Creator and creature. 

These portions not having been copied 
remain in autograph, and may be regarded 
as the last written speculations of one who 
employed his pen almost every day for 
more than half a century. K the articulA* 
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lion of this important member with the 
body of the discourse seem less obvious 
than might be desired, it will become suf- 
ficiently clear to such as reflect on the great 
earnestness with which, in the former part, 
the author maintains the intuitive percep 
tions of conscience as independent of everj 
doctrine of theology, even the great^t. 

A casual inspection will be enough b* * 
show any reader that this is a book of 
elements ; laying down principles, clea)ing 
the statement of fundamental questions, 
and marking limits around the science. It 
does not descend therefore to the more 
usual and far easier work of gathering, 
naming, and tabling the human duties. 
This labour he did not undervalue ; indeed 
it was part of his course of instructions ; 
and his unfinished manuscripts contain 
large contributions towards a sepai-ate 
work in this kind, embracing even all the 
range of duties which are pr.)perly Chri* 
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14 rBSFAGE. 

tian and even ecclesiastical But the trea^ 
tise now presented was intended to lay 
foundations and elucidate principles; in 
other words it is upon the Philosophy of 
Morals. At the same time, however, that 
the topics here discussed are some of the 
most puzzling which have exercised human 
acuteness, patience and abstraction, from 
the days of the Greek authors till our own, 
they are such as cannot be set aside or 
turned over to others as matter for autho- 
rity ; for the very reason that they concern 
the springs of daily action, are presented 
every hour in the household, and meet us 
in the. very babblings of the nursery. And 
notwithstanding the tenuity of the objects 
brought under review, and the delicate 
thread of inquiry along which the analysis 
must often feel its way, the writer seems to 
derive an advantage from his unusual sim 
plicity and transparency of language, which 
might betray a superficial reader into the 
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Opinion that the train of argament ia not 
original or profound. In none of the 
anthor^s works ia this qnality more appa- 
rent than in that which follows. 

One of the reasons which impelled Dr. 
Alexander, at a stage of life which was 
encumbered with cares and infirmiti'^ to 
addi'ess himself to this toilsome composi- 
tion) waa the desire to furnish a Manual for 
the young men of America, in our colleges, 
theological seminaries, and other schoola 
He was repeatedly besought to supply 
such a volume, and never wavered in his 
persuasion that it was necessary ; especially 
when he saw with pain to what an extent 
the place of a class-book was occupied by 
the gisat but dangerous work of Archdea- 
deacoh Paley. In common with other 
sound ethical inquiries he recognised the 
value of President Wayland's labours, and 
the eloquence and richness of Dr. Chal* 
mers^s irtriking but fragmentary contiibu* 
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tious. Yet he thonglit lie saw room for a 
brief hand-book level to the capacity of 
all; and he had a natural and pardonable 
desire common to all original thinkers, to 
^ve vent to his own opinions in his own 
order. In regard to the ethical system 
here expounded, the work may safely be lefk 
to speak for itself. It is positive and di* 
dactic rather than controversial, yet there 
is scarcely a chapter which, however tran- 
quil and subdued in its tone, will not 
awake^ opposition in some quarter or other. 
The polemic aspect of the treatise is, how- 
ever, apparent only in cases where to avoid 
the naming of opponents would have been 
an affectation no less than a breach of trust. , 
Ho one, whatever his private dissent may 
De, will justly complain that his opinions 
have been treated with unfairness or rigour. 
The connection of ethics with theology is 
such that no one can treat of the nature of 
virtue, of the will, of motives, and the like^ 
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without at least indicating his tendencies in 
r^ard to the great dividing questions oi 
revelation; which only increases the neces- 
sity for giving the right direction to 
juvenile studies; unless we would receive 
to the professional curriculum minds 
abeady pre-occupied with ethical tenets 
subversive of great truths in law, politics 
and theology. Those who have watched 
the progress of modem speculation will 
not fail to apprehend the drift of this 
observation. Yet the way in which even 
these somewhat delicate parts of moral 
science are here set forth, is such as 
never to awaken suspicion of any sinister 
intention, or to betray any irregalar pas- 
sage into a neighbouring but separate 
science. Even those discussions which, at 
a first view, might seem to belong rather to 
natural theology, were deliberately assigned 
to tlieir place afker long experience in 
teaching, as pertaining to the limits where 
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the two fields osculate if they do not cut, 
and with a clear pre-eminence given to the 
ethical side of the truths common to both. 

The labours of the author were arrested 
by his last illness, when the work here 
published was complete indeed as has been 
said, but not ready for the press in the 
sense of being revised and corrected. It is 
this which has made these prefatory pages 
necessary; an introduction from the an* 
thors hand would have precluded all 
such attempts as weak and impertinent. 

As he gave the work in charge with his 
dying lips, after having no doubt offered it 
to God in many of his solicitous and ele* 
vated thoughts during the preparation, so 
it is now humbly dedicated t^ Him, with 
ut whose blessmg, no human effort, even 
in the best cause, is other than worthless. 

Kxw ToBK, Atig. 1, 1852. 
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CHAPTER I. 

CX>NBOISNOB, OK THB MOBAL FACULTY. 

As all men, when reason is developed, have a 
&ctilt J by which they can discern a difference be- 
tween objects of sight which are 
beautiful and those which are de- f^^^"^ 
formed, so all men possess the power 
of discerning a difference between actions, as to 
their moral quality. The judgment thus formed 
is immediate, and has no relation to the useAil- 
ness or injuriousness to human happiness, of the 
objects contemplated. 

Whatever difference of opinion may exist re- 
specting the origin of this &culty, it is univer 
sally admitted that men, in all 

Truo in all ■!•■ 

i^ges and countries, have judged 

some actions to be good and deserving of appro 
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20 MORAL SCIENCE. 

bation, while they have judged others to be bad, 
and of ill desert. 

In all languages, we find words expressive of 
the ideas of moral excellence, and moral evil. 
In the laws and penalties estab- 
Acreen^tofman. ijgted in all agcs throughout the 
world, it is evidently implied that 
some actions ought to be done, and others 
avoided. In cases of flagrant injustice or in- 
gratitude, all men, of every country and of every 
age, agree in their judgment of their moral evil. 
There is, in regard to such actions, no more dif- 
ference in the judgment of men, than respecting 
the colour of grass, or the taste of honey. If any 
man does not perceive grass to be green, or ho- 
ney to be sweet, we do not thence conclude that 
men's bodily senses are not similarly constituted, 
but that the organs of the individual who does 
not see and taste as other men do, are defective. 
or depraved by disease. 

To determine whether all men have one ori- 

C«ep«>poeedmost S^^^l ^^^^ t^^vityj the CaSC pro- 
be simple. posed for their moral judgment 
should be simply good or evil. For a complex 
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aclv in which there is something good and 
something evil, or rather where there must be an 
accurate weighing of motives in order to ascertain 
he quality of the action, is not a proper test as to 
the existence of a uniformity of moral judgment 
in men. Therefore, the historical fact adduced 
by Dr. Paley,* from the history of Valerius Max- 
imus, is not at all suited to his purpose ; because 
the case is very complex, and one 
on which it is diflScult to determine ^i^v^*****" ^ 
at first view, what the true moral 
character of the action is. The facts, as related 
by him, are as follows: The father of Caius 
Toranius had been proscribed by the Trium- 
virate. Caius Toranius — coming over to the in- 
terests of that party — discovered his father's 
place of concealment to the officers who were in 
pursuit of him, and gave them, withal, a descrip 
tion of his person by which they might distin- 
guish him. The old man, more anxious for 
the safety and fortunes of his son than for the 
little that might remain of his own life, began 

* Id the chapter of his Moral Philosophy, tinder the head 
« The Mond Sense." 
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immediatel J to inquire of the officers whether 
his son were well, and whether he had done his 
duty to the satisfaction of the generals. ' That 
son (replied one of the officers), so dear to thy 
affections, has betrayed thee to ns; by his, infor- 
mation thou art apprehended, and diest' With 
this, the officer struck a poniard to his heart, 
and the unhappy parent fell, affected not so 
much by his fate, as by the means to which he 
owed it." Now, the question is, if this story 
were related to the wild boy caught some years 
ago in the woods of Hanover, or to a savage 
without experience and without instruction, cut 
off in his infancy from all intercourse with his 
species, and consequently under no possible influ- 
ence of example, authority, education, sympathy, 
or habit, whether or not such a one would feel 
upon the relation any degree of that sentiment 
of disapprobation of Toranius's conduct which w 
feel. 

In our judgment, such a case would afford no 
Why It affords no ^^i^^^on by which to determine 
criterion. whether men possess constitution- 

ally a moral sense. For, in the first plaoe» the 
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trial would be no better than if the question irere 
inroposed to a child two years old, in whose 
mind the moral &cultj is not yet developed 
A human being, arrived at adult age without in- 
Blaruciion or communication with others, would be 
r— as it relates to the zoind — in a state differing very 
little from that of in&ncy. It is not held that 
the moral sense will be exercised without the 
usual means by which human faculties are devel- 
oped* If an organic&l defect in the brain should 
prevent the intellectual faculties from coming 
into exercise^ the unhappy individual thus de- 
prived of reason would prove nothing in regard 
to the operations of reason where it is developed. 
So^ also, if a human being were brought up from 
early in&ncy in a dark dungeon, and if no infor« 
mation were copimunicated to him, the mental 
£u)ulties would not be developed, and it would 
be absurd to have recourse to such a one to ascer- 
tain what faculties belong to the human mind. 
The same remark will apply to the case of the 
wild boy, referred to by Dr. Paley ; and also, 
though in an inferior degree, to savages of the 
most degraded class. 
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Let it tiien be fiurly understood what it k 

which is asserted in regard to consdence, as an 

original, nniversal faculty. It is 

What Is meant by -^ . 

aaorigiiud,iioiT6r. that everv human mind, when its 
faculties have been developed, and 
have arrived at some d^ree of maturity, dis- 
cerns a quality in certain actions which is termed 
moral ; that is, it intuitively perceives that some 
actions are right and some wrong. 

Another objection to the historical fiict ad- 

duoed by Dr. Paley, is, that it presents to the 

mind, not a case of simple, unmix- 

M|9^!BitMM»eoiii. ^ ^^^ ^y ^^ Y)}it a complex 

case, in which— before a judgment 
can be formed of the action of the son — ^it must be 
decided whether a man ought to be governed by a 
regard to the wel£ure of aparent, or to the pubfio 
good. If the son believed that the party in pursuit 
of his father was promoting the public good, he 
might feel that he ought to be governed by this 
rather than by filial affection. Here, then, we 
have presented a complex and difficult case in 
morals, about which men would be very apt to 



yGoogk 



cxxBOdMiraB. S(^ 

diflbr; and we are to determine whether all menr— 
even tkxse totally uneducated — would view it in 
the same light 

To render the case a suitable one to be a test 
of the question under consideration, it should be 

supposed that the father was act- 
^^^ "* "^ ing in conformity with the strictest 

principles of rectitude ; that his life 
was sought by wicked men, aiming not at the good 
of the commonwealth but its destruction; and that 
the son, ih betraying the place of his concealment^ 
► was actuated by mercenary motives, or by unjust 
and xmnatural dislike to a good parent If a case 
like this were presented to a thousand personSi 
from as many different parts of the world, there 
would be but one judgment and one feeling, 
all would judge the conduct of the son to be 
blamable. Different degrees of moral disappro- 
bation would be felt by those whose moral fecultv 
was in a cultivated state ; but there would be no 
difference in the opinion entertained of his con- 
duct All would feel disapprobation, accom- 
panied by a desire for the punishment of the 
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offender. It is found that savages appear to 
have but an obscure exereise of conscience, but 
in proportion as their minds are cnltivatedi thia 
fiicultj becomes more manifest^ and operates moar 
fordUy. 
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CHAPTER IL 

THB MOEAL FACULTT, OBIOINAL AND UKIYKBaAU 

If conscience were not an original faculty, en< 
abling ns to fotm a conception of moral qaalitieS| 
inan could never acquire such an 
idea by any other means. The ^.^JSl^ 
opinion, therefore, that moral feel- 
ings are merely the effect of instruction and edu- 
cation, is erroneous. For every class of simple 
ideas there must be an appropriate fEiculty, without 
which these ideas can never be acquired. In re- 
gard to the bodily senses, this is too evident to be 
called in question. Without the organ of vision 
the simple idea of light and colours could never b 
communicated by any instructions; without the 
organ of hearing, no idea of sound can be convey- 
ed; and so of the other senses. And it is equally 
tnu» of that knowledge which is acquired by 



yGoogk 



28 XOBAL 8CIXNCS. 

what some have called the internal senses If 
there were in man no such faculty as taste, by 
which beauty is perceived, no idea of .the beau- 
tiful could possibly be communicated. A horse 
has no perception of the beauty of a scene which 
perhaps enchants his rider, even though the ani- 
mal sees all the objects with equal distinctness. So 
it is in regard to moral qualities. There must 
be an original faculty to give us the simple idea 
which we have of morality; otherwise the idea 
of virtue or vice could never have entered the 
human mind, and the feelings of moral obligation, 
of which all men are conscious, would never 
have been felt. 

•I am aware that those who advocate the utili- 
tarian scheme, resolve all our ideaa of morality 
and moral obligation into the mer9 
Tbj^B^tMitt Ob- principles of benefit or injury, ap 
prehended to be connected witb 
each action. Dr. Paley informs us, that the sub- 
ject continued to be involved in impenetrable 
mystery, until he took this view of it. 

It is deemed useless to argue this point; it 
eannot be decided by reasoning. The appeal 
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mtist be Boade to the consciouszxeBS of every 
man* 

If any one persists in declaring 
that he sees no evil m any action aci^ 
but as it is evidently detrimental to 
human happiness, nothing can be said in the way 
of argument to alter convictions derived from his 
own consciousness. AH that is proper to be said 
i% that the mind of such a person is differently 
constituted from that of most men ; or rather 
that an impartial examination of this subject has 
not been made. It is recommended to such per- 
sons carefully to scrutini^ the exercises of their 
own minds; they will perceive that the idea of 
virtue or moral good is entirely distinct from 
that of mere utility. There is, indeed, a con- 
nection between these two things which is very 
intimate, and this seems to ]iave .misled many 
in their judgments. Virtuous conduct leads to 
happiness, and is always beneficial ; yet our idea 
of ite. moral character is not derived from this 
consideration, but from the nature of the action 
itsel£ 
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A. MOSAL FACULTT BEINO SUPPOSED, WHETflSR m DIG 
TATES ABE UNIFOBlta f 

One of the strongest objections which has been 
brought against the doctrine laid down is, that 

among men of diflferent countries, 
^i^^^a^m^t ^^^ ^^ entirely different education, 

there is no agreement in their 
judgments respecting the morality or immorality 
of the same actions. Whereas,.it is alleged, that 
if such a faculty^ were originally a part of man's 
. constitution, there would as certainly be uniform- 
ity, as in the perception of objects by the exter- 
nal senses. Now, if the dictates of conscience 
in men of different ages and countries do so 
much differ, does it not show that the moral feel- 
ings of men are just what education makes them? 
And what is gained by«maintaining the ezistenoe 
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of a moral facully, as part of man's original 
constitution ? 

It will| I think, be admitted, that in all conn- 
tries and conditions in which men have been 
found, tiiere exists a perception of 



a difference in the moral character JJ^^tdbytB. 
of actions ; that is, some things are 
accounted wr<$ng, which ought not to be done, 
mid some right, which ought to be done. 

Again, it has never been pretended'as beings 
matter of fitct, that between men of different 
countries there is a total difference 
in the opinions entertained respect- ''^^ p^JJSSS*^ 
ing what is right and what is 
wroDg. A few cases only of difference are al- 
leged, in which^this discrepance is observed; 
but in regard to those actions which are reckoned 
good or evil, there is a general agreement As 
to those in which there seems to be a fundamen- 
tal difference, an explanation will be given here* 
after. No nation, or tribe, or class of mankind 
has ever held tiiat it is a virtuous and proper 
tiling to do injury to men, or that there is no more 
hMna in taking away life than in preserving it II 
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has never been held that ingratitude— though 
everywhere common in practice — ia a commend* 
able thing ; or that deceit and fraud are as praise* 
worthy as honesty and fair dealing. 

There is in every country a diflference made 

in the estimation of the character of men, derived 

from the course of their conduct 

Ftoof from oommon 

» of ehar- Somc mcu are reckoned good in 
the public estimation, while others 
are considered wicked ; the former obtain esteem, 
the latter are despised. That course of conduct 
which secures a 'good reputation, does not in 
any country consist of actions which we con- 
sider wicked, but of actions which in all coun- 
tries are considered praiseworthy; and men have 
never obtained a bad character by a course ot 
good behaviour. 

It is also important to observe, that the con- 
duct of a people is not a &ir test of the internal 
state of the mind, as it relates to 

Piactlbe does not 

. pforr sbMBco of morals. We know that individu- 

moral Jodgmoat 

als often pursue a course of con* 
duct, which in their serious moments they con 
demn. Yet the power of t^nptation, and l&s 
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aabit of indulgence are such, that notwithstand* 
ing the convictions of conscience, they continue 
in a course of evil-doing. It would be a very in- 
concluave inference to determine from their 
habitual conduct, that they acted in accordance 
with the dictates of conscience. And what is 
true of individuals, may be true of nations and 
tribes. Those customs which they have received 
from their forefathers, may not meet with the 
approbation of their moral sense, and yet such 
is the force of an established custom, that they 
go on in the way in which they were brought up. 

But a more satisfactory explanation of those 
&cts, in which men seem conscientiously to go 
contrary to the fundamental prin- 
ciplesPof morals, is, that the prin- ^5«ttoii!° *^*'^- 
ciple on which they act is correct, 
but through ignorance or error they make an 
erroneous implication of it. 

When parents murder iheir own female chil* 
dren — ^a thing very customary in China — ^it is on 
the principle that they will be 
subject to more misery than hap- 
piness in the world ; and therefore it is doing 
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Ihem a favour. Here, the general principle ia 
correct*— that parents should consult the best in- 
terests of their offspring — ^but the mistake is in 
the application. The same may be said of the 
practice of exposing aged parents, when they 
become incapable of enjoying the world. 

As to those acts of cruelty which the Pagans 

perform in their religious services, (the wife 

committing herself to the flames 

B«^Mii tBornii- ^j^j^ ^j^^ hody of her deceased 

husband ; children voluntarily 
thrown into the Ganges, or persons devoting 
their own lives by falliiig under the car of Jug- 
gernaut,) they are performed on the principle 
that what God requires, or what pleases him, or 
what will secure happiness for oursel^ or 
friends, should be done. It is true that the will 
of God should be obeyed, whatever sacrifice he 
may require; their error is in thinking that 
such sacrifices are required by Him. 
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BOW 7AB All* MEN ABE AOBEED IN THEIS M3EAL JUMI 
MENTSb 

As the subject of morals is very extensive, and 
particular cases may be complicated, and aa 
men are not only ignorant, but 
prejudiced by the errors received '""[Jrath.iniib. 
in their education, it is no more 
isvonderful that they should adopt different opin- 
ions on these subjects than on other matters. 
That, however, which is true in regard to every 
department of human knowledge, is doubtless 
true in regard to the science of morals. There 
are certain self-evident truths, which are intui 
tively perceived by every one who has the exer- 
cise of reason, as sQon as they are presented to 
the mind. In regard to these fundamental trutha, 
Ihere has never been any difference of opinioii. 
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It is not meant that all men distincdj think cf 
these primary truths in morals; for many are so 
inattentive, or so much occupied with sensible 
objects, that they can scarcely be said ever to 
reflect on the subject of moral duty. But let an 
act of manifest injustice be performed before 
their eyes, and among a thousand spectators 
there will be but one opinion, and but one feel- 
ing. If a strong man, for example, violently 
takes away the property of one weaker than 
himself, and for no other reason than because he 
oovets it, all men will condemn the act. So, if 
any one who has received from another great 
benefits, not only refuses to make any grateftd 
return, but on the contrary, returns evil for good, 
all men will agree in judging his conduct to be 
wrong. All intuitively discern that for a ruler 
to punish the innocent and spare the guilty, is 
morally wrong. It is not true, in fact, that there 
is no agreement among men as to the funda* 
mental principles of morals. Their judgments 
on these points are as uniform as on the axioms 
of mathematics; as in their agreement that tie 
8(arry firmament is grand and beautiftd ; yea, as 
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ttufbrm as oonoemmg the greenness of the gnuH^ 
at the varied colours of the rainbow. 

Mr. Locke, in his zeal to dispicre the ex* 
i^onco of innate truths, attempts 
to render uncertain some of these 
first truths of morals. 

When we go beyond these first principleSi 
we may expect to find men falling into grieyooa 
error respecting moral duty ; and 
this often appears -in their applica* ^^mIiI ^**^ 
tion of general principles to parti- 
cular cases. Most men either reason not at all, 
or reason badly, and draw from sound principles 
incorrect conclusions. For the most part, they 
receive, implicitly what they have beea taught; 
or they are governed in their opinions by the 
conimon sentiment; or they adopt as true what 
is most for their interest, or moist agreeable to 
their feelmgs, And as men are ofi^n under the 
influence of feelings or passions which produce 
perturbation of mind, and so bias the judgment, 
it is easy to see how errors of judgment respect 
ing moral conduct, in many cases, may spring 
upw And yet it is true, that there are primarf 
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tniths in morals^ in which all men agree, so soon 
as they are presented to the mind. As in other 
cases, by pursuing a course of sophistical reason* 
ings, conclusions may be arrived at which are 
contradictory to these first principles, and this 
will produce perplexity ; or even a kind of q)e* 
culative assent may be yielded to such conclu- 
sions of ratiocination; but whenever it is neces- 
sary to form a practical judgment, the belief of 
intuitive truths must prevail. Our assent in 
these cases is not a matter of choice, but of ne- 
m ^^ cessity. Bishop Berkeley thought 

he had demonstrated that there 
was no external world ; and many others thought 
there was no flaw in his reasoning: but all these 
speculative skeptics were, nevertheless, practical 
believers in the real existence of external ob- 
jects. Atheistical and infidel philosophers have 
ofl»n endeavoured to prove that there is no in- 
trinsic difference between right and wrong, and 
some of them probably persuaded themselves 
that this opinion was true ; but these very men, 
when an act of great injustice towards them- 
selves or fiicnds was committed, could not but 
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feel that it was morally evil; and when they 
saw an act of disinterested benevolence per- 
formedi thej could not but approve it as morally 
good. 
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WUKTHBB OONBODENCB 18 THE BAHB A8 THE UNDEBSTAHDi 
mo, OB A FACULTT DIFFEBSNT FBOM AND INDEPSNI>- 

xarov m 

SoHE liaye maintauied that our moral feelings 
and judgments are the exercise of a peculiar 
Btate «c fbt OHM- scnse, and that the perceptions and 
^'^ feelings of this sense cannot be 

referred to the understanding. Such as main- 
tain this theory suppose, also, that tlie dictates 
of conscience are infeUiblj correct, if the mind 
is in a proper state. 

Others have maintained that the dictates of 

conscience are the judgments of tl^e understand 

ing, in regard to moral duty, and 

that, of course, an error in the 

judgment of the understanding must affect the 

decisions or dictates of consdence. To dear 
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tihis Bubject» if possible, from all obscority and 
perplexity, I would make the following re* 
marks: 

1st The exercise of the moral faculty, or 
oonscience, is not simply an intellectual act ; it 
is complex, including two things 

TIm act Qonpln 

— a judgment and an emotion, or 
feeling of a peculiar kind. 

2d. All judgments of the mind, whatever be 
the subject of them, appertain to the under- 
standing. This comprehensive jG»- • 
culty includes all intellectual acts, ^^^^^**** 
whether relating to external ob- 
jects, mathematical relations, natural beauty and 
sublimity, or moral duty. So far, therefore, aa 
conscience is a judgment respecting any moral 
subject, so far it is an exercise of the understand 
ing. We have not one fiusulty by which we 
discern physical truths, another by which we 
judge of mathematical theorems, and another for 
matters of taste ; but all these are the one and 
the same understanding, exercised on different 

objects. Accordingly, when moi^ qualities are 

• 
the objects of our contemplation, it is not a dif* 
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fereut fiicultf from the reason or uuderetaiidi&g 
which thinks and judges, but the samey exercised 
on other subjects; and the only difference is ia 
the object Our conclusion therefore is, that so 
fiur as conscience is an intellectual act or judg- 
ment of the mind, ao&iit belongs to the under- 
standing. 

8d. But as more is included under the name 
conscience than a mere intellectual act or judg- 
ment, and as this judgment is at- 

More than intellaot- 

iMi Mts in eon. tended with a peculiar feeling, 



called moral, and easily distin- 
guished from all other emotions; and as mere 
emotion or feeling can with no propriety be re- 
ferred to the reason, therefore conscience is, so 
far as this is concerned, different from the un« 
derstanding. 

4th. K the moral judgments of the mind 
were from a faculty distinct from the under- 
standing, and often differing from 

Bmnony of mental . ^ , •• 

operations aa to it, the harmony of the mental 

moralfli 

operations would be destroyed. 
While reason led to one conclusion, conscience 
might dictate the contrary. And upon this 
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theoiy^ oonsdence must ahrays be ooirecti un- 
less the Acuity be morbid. 

All experience and history show that men 
maj act nnder the influence of an erroneous 
conscience. The dictates of con- 
science are always in conformity ^^^Jl^^!!^^^ 
with the practical judgments of 
reason. When these are erroneous, conscience 
is erroneous. The conclusion therefore is that 
conscience is not a distinct fitculty fix)m reason, 
so £u: as it consists in a judgment of the quality 
of moral acts. Season or understanding is the 
genus; the judgments of conscience are the 
species. Beason has relation to all intelligible 
subjects; the moral faculty is conyei;raat about 
moral qualities alone. 
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TBB MORAL 8EN8B OOMPARBO WITH TABTB. ' 

Fbok what was said in the preceding chapter, it 
appears that conscience, or the moral senfie^ is 

not a simple but a compound &o- 
Tfc^^jam matA uJty, including both an intellectual 

act or judgment, and a peculiar 
feeling or emotion. The name moral sense was 
probably adopted to express this feeling, <Hr 
internal emotion. It will serve perhaps to illua- 
trate this subject, if we bring into view another 
&culty, between which and the moral sense 
there is a remarkable analogy. I refer to what 
is commonly called Taste, or that fSsiculty by 
which men are in some degree capable of per- 
ceiving and relishing the beauties of nature and 
art. In this there is a judgment respecting that 
quality denominated Beauty, but there is also 
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a virid emotion of a peculiar Idndi aooompany- 
ing this judgment. The external objects in 
which beauty is resident^ might be distinctly 
seen, and yet no such quality be perceived; ai 
was before mentioned in regard to certain ani« 
mals, whose sight and hearing is more acute than 
those of men, and which yet appear to be utterly 
insensible of the quality called beauty. 

If the question should be raised whether 
Taste is merely an exercise of the xmder* 
standing, the proper answer would ajuSht beCwMs 
be precisely as in the case of »<!« 



conscience, viz., so far as it consists 
in judgment, it appertains to the intellectual fiicul- 
ty ; but so far as it consists in emotion, it does 
not. And in this, as in matters of conscience, 
errors of judgment will affect the emotions pro- 
duced. In cultivating Taste, it is of the utmost 
importance that correct opinions be adopted in 
relation to the objects of this faculty. 

The question may perhaps be asked, why 
eiiher of these should be considered a distinct 
fiiculty of the mind In regard to mental facul- 
ties or powers, there is a want of agreement 
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among pbilosopliers^ as to what is requisita to 

entitle any mental operation to be referred to a 

distinct and original &culty. In 

WheUier In el- , , . . , 

fhoreM* A 4iitiMt these two cases, there exists m the 
mind a capacity for perceiving pe- 
culiar qualities in certain appropriate objectSL 
Though the ideas of beauty and morality are 
judgments of the understanding, it requires a 
faculty suited to the objects, to enable the under- 
standing to obtain the simple ideas of beauty and 
morality. We can conceive of a rational mind 
without such a capacity. There is also in these 
&culties, the susceptibility of a peculiar emo- 
tion, dissimilar from all others; and these two 
things constitute the &culty of Taste or Con- 
science But it is a matter of no importance 
whether taste and conscience be called distinct 
and original faculties, if what has been said re* 
specting their nature be admitted. 

There is in the haman mind a capacity o\ 

discerning what is termed beauty, 

ort^^Avu^Babo- ^ ^^ works of nature and art 

This judgment is accompanied by 
a pleasurable emotion, and to this capad^ or 
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SQSo^itibilit J we give the mane Taste. There is 
also a power of discerning moral qualities, which 
conception is also attended with a vivid emo- 
tion; and to this power or &culty we give the 
name Conscience, or the moral faculty. Both these 
are so &r original parts of our constitution, that 
if there did not exist in ev^rj mind a sense of 
beauty and its contrary, and a sense of right and 
wrong, such ideas could be generated, or oooh 
municated by no process of education. 
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CHAPTER m 

MORAL OBUGATIOV. 

Much has been vrritten to explam the tnie 
groTuid of moral obligation. Bat the subject 
has been rather darkened and per- 
plexed than elucidated, by these 
comments. It is always so when men undertake 
to explain that which is so clear that it needs no 
explanation. 

Every idea of morality includes in it that of 
moral obligation. A moral act is one which 
ought to be performed; an im- 
u^tt^^r^ moral act, is one which ought not 
to be performed. As soon as we 
get the conception of a moral act, we receive 
with it the idea of moral obligation. It would 
be a contradiction to say tiiat any act was moral, 
and yet that there was no obligation to perform 
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n One of iho best definitions which can be 
gi>en of a moral act, is that it is an act which 
we are bound to perform, and of 

What ft monl aflHn 

an immoral act, that it is one 
which ought not to be done. The more clearly 
we see any thing to be moral, the more sensibly 
we feel ourselves imder a moral obligation to 
perform it This being a matter of common 
intuition, and universal experience, all that is 
necessigy to convince us of its truth, is to bring 
it distinctly before our minds. There is there- 
fore no need to look any further for the grounds 
and reasons of moral obligation, than to the 
morality of the act itself as this idea is involved 
in every conception of morality. 

The following citation firom Dr. Price's work 
on Morals, is in accordance with the view just 
given : " Prom the accoxmt given of obligation, 
it appears how absurd it is to 
inquire, wLat obliges us to practise to do right-not 

toboMkad. 

virtue? as if obligation were no 
part of the idea of virtue, but something adven- 
titious and foreign to it: that is, as if what was 
our duty might not be our duty ; as if it might 
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not be true, that what is ^ to do, we oi^ Id 
do, and that what we ought to do, we are 
obliged to do. To ask why we are cbl^ed to 
practise virtue, to abstain firom what is wicked, 
or perform what is just, is the very same as to 
ask why we are obliged to do what we are 
obliged to do. It is not possible to avoid won* 
dering at those who have so unaccountably 
embarrassed themselves, on a subject that one 
would think was attended with so little diffi* 
culty : and who, because they cannot find any 
thing in virtue and duty themselves, which can 
induce and oblige us to pay a regard to them — 
fly to self-love, and maintain that from hence 
alone are derived all inducement and obligation." 

Dr. Faley commences his second 
A^er cf Aiehda^ book ou Moral Philosophy, by an 

inquiry into the nature of moral 
obligation. He asks, "Why am I obliged to 
keep my word ? " and mentions several answers 
which would be given by different persons, and 
which he says all coincide. But he goes on to 
say that all the answers leave the ^xattei short; 
for the inquirer may turn round up>iv l^ 
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tetelier with a second question, " T\ iiy am I 
obliged to do what is right, to act agreeably to 
the fitness of things, to confonn to leason, nature 
or truths to promote the public good, or to do 
the will of God?" 

All this, it appears to us, is fitted to mystify 
as plain a subject as ever engaged the thoughts 
of a rational mind, and is designed 
to remove the true ground of imnsm w i 

moral obligation, and reduce all 
such obligation to the single principle of self-love, 
or the tendency of an act to promote individual 
happiness. 

Suppose then, after Br. Paley had made all 
obligation to rest on the ground that the per* 
ibrmance of a good act promotes 
our eternal happiness, the inquirer ^'*^^'5J7 "'**' 
should again ask, "Why am I 
bound to perform that which will promote my 
happiness?" The question, indeed, would be 
unreasonable, because all men are agreed that 
happiness is a good ; but is it not equally unrea* 
sonable, when an action is seen to be virtuous, 
or morally right, po fUBk "Why am I obliged to 
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do it ?" The moment we see a thing to be mor 
ally right, the sense of obligation is complete, 
and all further inquiring for reasons why I am 
obliged to do right is as absurd as would be in- 
quiring for reasons why I should pursue hap- 
piness. 

Where we have intuitive certainty of any 
thing it is foolish to seek for other reasons. If 
there is any thing clear in the 
intaitiT* oartainty yiew of a rational mind, it is this : 
that virtue should be practised, 
that what is right should be done. But still 
further to perplex this plain subject, Dr. Paley 
has undertaken to inform us what is meant by 
obligation. "A man," says he, "is said to be 
obliged when he is urged by a violent motive 
resulting from the wiU of another." 

This is, indeed, a very extraordinary defini- 
^on. The motive, he says, must be violent; 
but what should hinder that a mo* 
FOffM daifaittioii. tive not violent should create an 
obligation according to its force? 
The main error of this definition is that it con* 
founds moral obligation with, other ipotives of 
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a& entirely different kind. The obligation of 
wUch lie speaks, is created by the will or. com* 
mand of another. The law of a tyrant require 
ing his subjects to do what is evidently wrong 
cannot create a moral obligation. A rational 
being may be urged by the threats of a tyrant, 
on the universal principle of self-love, and this 
force may, by an abuse of terms, be called an 
obligation ; but according to the common usage 
of the language, when a man is said to be un- 
der obligation to -perform an act, we mean that 
he is morally boimd. But whether the opera- 
tion of any violent motive, resulting firom the 
will of another, may be said to oblige a man or 
not, the main inquiry is, what is the ground of 
moral obligation? The difference between a 
moral obligation and other motives which may 
oblige should be kept in view. 

He then returns to the question, " Why am 
I obliged to keep my word?" and applies the 
preceding definition of the nature 
of obligation, and gives the follow- ^tbC'lT"^ "* 
ing answer: "Because I am urged 
to do so by a violent motive (namely, the ex* 



yGoogk 



M XOBAL 8CISK0S. 

pectation of being after this life rewarded if I do, 
or punislied if I do not), resulting from the com* 
rnand of another (namely, of God)." He goes 
on to say, " When I first turned my attention U 
moral speculations, an air of mystery seemed to 
hang over the whole subject, which arose, I be- 
lieve, from hence ; that I supposed with many 
authors whom I had consulted that to be obliged 
U> do a thing, was different from being induced 
to do it; and that the obligation to practise vir- 
tue, and to do what is justice, is quite another 
thing and of another kind from the obligation 
which a soldier is under to obey his officer, or a 
servant his master, or any of the ordinary obli- 
gations of hiunan life." 

We cannot but be of the opinion that Dr. JPaley 
has here made a radical mistake, which it is ex- 
ceedingly important to consider, 
imiiMuk dnce, unhappily for sound morals, 

his system is so much employed in 
fihe instruction of youth. 

The theory of morals, of which the above 
principle is a part, is no other than this : that the 
only difference between virtue and vice, ccnunstv 
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in ^mr tendenoji respectiyelji to promote or 
hinder the happiness of the indi- 
vidual ; so that if a man could ^^SJ^Jf**^ ^ 
persuade himself that no evil would 
aiise to him from telling a lie, he would be 
under no obligation to speak the truth. It is a 
scheme of morals which obliterates all intrinsic 
difference between virtue and vice, and makes 
the one preferable to the other on no other ac- 
count than its tendency to promote individual 
happiness in the future world. 

If a man does not believe in a future world, 
he can, according to this theory, feel no obliga- 
tion to keep his word. We be- 
Ueve, on the contrary, that morf 1 """"^^^ "^ 
obligation is felt by the atheist, 
and that he cannot divest himself of it. When 
men are tempted by some strong motive to de« 
viate fix)m the truth, and yet are ena1)led to re 
eist the temptation, there is in most cases no dis- 
tinct consideration of any future good to be 
gained by it, but the man feels himself under 
an obligation to do that which is in itself right. 
The conflict is not between a greater and a less 
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happiness^ but between the proepect of luippt*^ 

ness and moral obligation. 

On this subject, the appeal must be to the 
common judgment of men. And we are per- 
suaded that this confounding of moral obligation 
with motives of another kind, is a radical defect 
in Dr. Paley's system, which — ^lying at the foun* 
dt tion — ^vitiates the whole, and has already been 
ihd cause of great evil to society. 

The true doctrine is, that vir- 
^^o dootrins ^^^ ^^ ^^ ^^ distiuct and op- 
posite, and that when we know 
any act to be right, we are bound — aside from 
all considerations of self-interest — ^to perform it 
Dr. Paley maintains tliat " we can be obliged 
to nothing, unless we are to lose or gain .some- 
thing by it, for nothing else can be 
docSl ''^^'** a * violent motive' to us. And as 
we should not be obliged to obey 
the laws or the magistrate, unless rewards oi 
punishments, pleasure or pain, somehow or othei 
depended on our obedience ; so neither should 
we, without the same reason, be obliged to do 
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wiiBtis right, to practise virtue, or to obey the 
command of God." 

According to this view, unless a man is per- 
suaded that he shall gain something by keeping 
his word, he is under no obligation 
to do it Even if God should ^^J^?^.™^ 
clearly make known his will, and 
lay upon him his command, he is under no obli* 
gation to obey, unless certain that he shall re- 
ceive benefit by so doing. This is, indeed, to 
make virtue a mercenary thing, and reduce all 
motives to a level. And as jself-love, or the de- 
sire of happiness, is the only rational motive, 
and all men possess this in a sufficient degree oi 
strength, the only conceivable difference between 
the good and the bad, consists in the superioi 
sagacity which the one has above the other te 
disown what will most contribute to happiness. 
And if what we call vice or sin could be made 
to contribute to happiness, then it would change 
its nature and become virtue. 

The definition of obligation, given by Dr. 
Paley, upon his own principles, is unnecessarily 
encumbered with what adds nothing to its im« 
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pcnrt Why should the " violent motive" resnll 

from the oommand of another? 
tioif<*MTO^***^ The command of another ought 

to have no influence, except ai 
obedience or disobedience will be attended with 
loss or gain. It would, therefore, have been 
more simple and intelligible to say at once, what 
is certainly implied, that the only motive which 
can oblige us to be virtuous, is the expectation 
of the happiness to be derived from such con- 
duct in the friture world. 

Cicero, in his work " De Finibus," says that 
those men who confounded the honeatum yfitk 

the tUile^ deserved to be banished 
■ndttefrtST*^ from society. The result of the 

whole scheme is, that there is no 
such thing as moral excellence, abstractly con- 
sidered ; that the only good in the univerae is 
happiness; and that other things, among which 
virtue is included, are good only as related to 
this end. If this is true, the moral attributes of 
Qod have no intrinsic excellence; they are all 
merged in his infinite feUcitfr. Surely this view 
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is not suited to increase our reverence for the 
Supreme Being. 

But every man who carefully examines into 
his own primary ideas of morality, will find that 
he has a sense of right and wrong, 
independent of all considerations ^^^^ ^ ^ 
of personal happiness, or its loss. 
This distinction is too deeply engraven on the 
mind to be erased by any process of reasoning. 
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CHAPTER Vffl. 

THE SUPEBMACT OF C0N8CIKNCB. 

That the dictates of conscience should be 
obeyed, is one of the most evident perceptions 

of the human mind. No matter 
t^o^^'"'*™* how much might be gained by 

going contrary to conscience, every 
honest mind has the same judgment, that duty 
should be done. If it is plain that a certain 
act — such as confessing the truth of the gos- 
pel — ^is a duty, and we are convinced that no- 
thing but suffering will ensue from performing 
it; yet the judgment of the impartial mind is, 
that no prospect of pain or loss can ever justify 
us in denying the truth, or in doing any thing 
else that we know to be wrong. On this point, 
there is no room for reasoning. The judgment 
that conscience should be obeyed, is intuitive : 
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aU men muat acknowledge it, unless they belie 
the dear convictions of their own teasoiu 

That confidence should be obeyed, that duty 
should be perfonned at eveiy risk, are maxima 
which must receive the assent of 

« Admitted naziiik 

all who are capable of under- 
standing them. On the subject of the supremacy 
of conscience, the following quotation from Dr. 
Ghalmet?, is very much to our purpose : 

"In eveiy human heart there is a &cuity^ 
not^ it may be, having the actual power, but 
having the. just and rightful pre- 
tension to act as judge and master flulmi 
over the whole of human conduct 
Other propensities may have too much sway, 
but the moral propensity — ^if I may so term it — 
never can ; for, to have the presiding sway in all 
our concerns, is just that which properly and 
lejgitimataly belongs to it A man under anger, 
may be too strongly prompted to deeds of retali- 
ation, or under sensuality may be too strongly 
prompted to ihdulgenoe, or under avarice, be too 
dosely addicted to the pursuit of wealth, or even 
under friendship be too strongly inclined to 
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partiality; bat he never can, under consBienoe^ 
be too strongly inclined to be as he onght, and 
to do as he ought We may say of a -watch, 
that its main-spring is too powerful, but we 
would never say that a regulator was too power* 

ful." " And neither do we urge the 

proposition that conscience has in every instance 
the actual direction of human affidrs, for this 
were in the £ice of all experience. It is not 
that every man obeys her dictates, but that 
every man feels that he ought to obey them. 
These dictates are often, in life and practicei 
disregarded ; so that conscience is not the sove- 
reign de facto. Still there is a voice within the 

hearts of all which asserts that 
^^OMMiMoeitioT- conscience is the sovereign (fejiMne: 

that to her belongs the oonmiand 
rightfully, even though she do not possess it 
actually." .... "All that we affirm is^ that ii 
conscience prevail, over the other principles, then 
every man is led, by the very make and mechan* 
ism of his internal economy, to feel, that it is as 
it ought to be; or if these others prevail over 
consciencey that it is not as it ought to be." .... 
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^ When statiiig the Bupremacy of oonsdeiioe^ in 
the sense that we have explained it, we but state 
what all men feel ; and our only argument in 
proof of the assertion is-— our only aigument 
oan be, an appeal to the experience of all men.'' 

These sentiments wiV find a 
response- in everj honest mind. 
However often we disobey the voice of this 
monitor, we always have the feeling of self- 
ocmdemnation accompanying our disobedience. 
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CHAPTER IX. 

WUETHEB WE ALWAYS DO RIGHT BY OBEYmO THE 
DICTATES OF CONSCIENCE? 

This is ooe of the most perplexing question& m 

the science of morals. Many are of opinion 

that all that is necessary to render 

an action good is that the agent 



x'it agreeably to the dictates of his 
own conscience. This may be considered a vul- 
gar opinion, usually taken up without much 
consideration. But there is an opinion, neai 
akin to this, which haa been advocated by some 
of the greatest men of the age ; namely, that 
nen are not responsible for their opinions or be- 
lief! It is thought that the adoption of this as 
a maxim is the only effectual method of putting 
an end to the bitter animosities and oontrover« 
sies among the advocates of different creeds. 
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It is not wonderfiil that &ey who make the 
moral sense, in a sort^ infallible, 
and the ultimate standard of right soomorMni; 
and wrong, should hold that men 
cannot go astray if they wiU honestly listen to 
the voice of conscience, and obey her dictates. 

But as we have shown that conscience is the 
judgment of the mind respecting duty, and as no 
man's knowledge is perfect or in- 
fallible^ it follows, therefore, that Error oc vadM- 

■tanding maj aflteci 

SO far as there is error in the un- imnmi jiicicm«iiia. 

derstanding in relation to matters 

of duty, just so far the conscience will be mis* 

guided The question at issue, therefore, is 

whether an action, wrong in itself, can be con« 

sidered as a good and virtuous action if the 

a^nt believes that it is right. If the aflSrma* 

tive wiere true, then the discovery 

of truth would be of no value, oo»«wfae tmth 

' would be noedlMUi 

for obviously upon this principle 
ent)r is just as good as truth. But as soon would 
we believe that darkness is as good as light to 
direct us in the way which we wish to traveL 
Again, this thciory supposes that a man is under 
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no law but his own opinion^ or tbe dictatet of 

oonscienoe ; that» theiefoie, whkh 

Ofiinioa wvaid ifl a sin in one man toay be a datf 

to another in precisely the same 

external circumstaiioeB and relations; which 

would be to confound all moral distinctions. 
This theoiy would go to sanction 

FsbereUgioBwoiiid evciT form- of religion, however 

M right. 

corrupt and superstitious ; and to 
make the vilest immoralities virtuous ; for there 
can be no doubt that the votaries of idolatry, in 
their most cruel and abominable rites, follow the 
di<^te6 of an erring conscience. When the 
heatlien sacrifice to demons, and when the vio* 
tim is a human being, or even a first*bom son, 
there is nothing wrong, for all these acts of wor> 
ship are performed in obedience to conscience. 
Every species of persecution and the Inquisition 
itself may be justified on this principle. In 
stead, therefore, of putting an end to all animos- 
ity, it would bring back, in all their horrors, the 
days of persecution for conscience' sake. 

On this subject^ agidn, our appeal must be t& 
Ae unlttassed judgment of mankind; and we 



yGoogk 



OBXmm OQHBCUBWCK* 07 

ddiikiheTerdict will be, that eiror which might 
hasTB been avoided, and ignonmee^ 

Avoidable lai 

which is not invincible, do not uuToUnUaL 
ezoose. The knowledge neces- 
saiy to duty is within the reach of everjr man, 
were he disposed sincerely to seek after it But 
it is a truth which is of importance on this sub- 
ject, that one fidse stq> leads to another; and 
though a man who has adopted fundamental" 
error, labours under a kind of necessity to do 
¥rrong, yet this does not excuse him, because ho 
ought to have exercised more diligence and im- 
partiality in seeking for the truth, and is^ justly 
liable to all the evil consequences resulting ftom 
thisn^lect 

Suppose a man to have been educated in a 
wrong system of religion and morals; he is re* 
•sponsible, because, when arrived 
atiheyearsof maturity, he should »»«y«c mmmg 
have brought the opinions received 
by education under an honest examination. The 
more difficult it is to divest ourselves of preju* 
dices thus imbibed, as it were, with the mother's 
Dulk, the mare neoessaiy is it that^ under the in- 
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fliienoe of a edocere love of trath, we sbould, witib 
impartialitj, dfl:^nce, and resolution^ endearoar 
to do so. It is no proof that sach a oourse is no* 
the solemn duty of man, that few ever perform 
it The prevalence of error in the world, is very 
much owing to the neglect of this duty. This 
neglect arises firom culpable indolence, from a 
desire to remain in agreement with the multitude 
or with our parents and teachers, fix>m aversion 
to the truth and an unwillingness to deny our- 
selves, and incur the inconvenience and perse- 
cution which an avowal of the truth would bring 
upon US. But none of these reasons will justify 
us in adhering to opinions which are detrimental 
to ourselves and others, or contrary to our nioral 
obligations. It is true, if a man's conscience 
dictates a x^rtain action, he is morally bound to 
obey; but if that action is in itself wrong, he" 
conmiits sin in performing it, nevertheless. Ho 
who is under fundamental error, is in a sad 
dilemma. Do what he will, he sins. If he dis- 
obey conscience, he knowingly ans ; doing what 
he believes to be wrong; and a man never can 
beijustified for doing what he believes to be 
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wiong, even ikough it should tmn out to be 
right And if he obey conscience, perfonning 
anaet which is in itself wrong, he sins; because 
lie complies not with the law under which he is 
|daced« It may be asked, ''How can a man be 
responsible in such circumstances, 

TIm BMtt of TWpOII* 

when he is under a necessity of dbiutjriiisiidiaciMi 
doing wrong ?" We are responsi- 
ble for suffering oursdyes to be brought into 
such a state ; we are responsible for our ignor- 
ance of the truth. Hence we see how important 
the duty of seeking after truth with untiring dill* 
gence, andchonest impartiality. The same neces- 
sity is foimd to arise from forming bad habits, 
and cherishing evil passions. The heart in which 
envy to another has been indulged until it has 
become habitual, cannot exercise kind and brcv 
iherly affections to that person ; but this is no 
excuse. The fiiult may be traced far back, but 
guilt is attached to every act of envy, however 
inveterate the habit. If this wei^ not so, the 
greater the sinner, the less his responsibility. 

The objection to making a man responsibly 
tar his opinions, is, that his belief does not der 
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pend upon Iub will, but lesults neoemsnij floa 
the evidenoe existing before the mind, at any 
moment This is true; but we may torn our 
- minds away fiom the evideiioe 
mSflJ^Snto^ which would have produced a oon- 
yiction of the truth. And this is 
not all; there may be such a state of mind, that 
evidence of a certain kind cannot be perceived 
Depravity produces blindness of mind, in regard 
to the beauty and excellency of moral objects. 
But every man ought to be free from such a 
state or temper of mind, as produces distorted or 
erroneous views. Surely, moral depravity can- 
not be an excuse for erroneous opinions. AH 
actions proceed from certain principles; ij^ there 
fore, the action is wrong, because of the corrupt 
principle, the burden of culpability must be rolled 
back upon the principle, or state of the soul, 
which sends forth evil acts, as a poisoned foun- 
ain sends forth deleterious streams. 

Metaphyidcal reasoning, however, rather per> 
plexes and obscures than elucidates such points. 
Let us hold fast by the plain principles of com* 
mon sense, and appeal to the common judgment 
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«f maDkmd ; and the decision will be, that igno- 
ranoe or error which might have 

Aroidabto IgBO- 

been ayoided, never excuses from tmum dMt mi •!- 
cdame. The same is true of all evil 
aabits and inveterate passions, which have 
*oeen voluntarily or heedlessly contracted. The 
whole coarse of a moral agent must be taken 
together; his moral acts are complicated, and 
intimately connected. They form a web, in 
which one thread is connected with another, and 
one serves to give strength to another. If we 
honestly consult our conscience, we feel guilty 
when we have done wrong, even though we did 
it ignorantly ; because we ought not to have 
been in ignorance. 

Two things, therefore, are necessary, in or 
der to determine that an action is right: first, 
that the s^^te of mind of the agent 
be such as it ought to be ; and se- tvtM « light m> 
condly, that the action be in con- 
formity with the law under which we are placed; 
for the very idea of morality supposes us to be 
under a moral law. 

While, then, we cannot do better than obey 
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eonscienee ; yet if conscience is enxneous^ 

we do not fulfil our duty by such obedionce, 

but may commit grievous sin. 

I>a^ not ftilfll- 

fcdbjobeyiiif etto- For, followiug the dictates of con- 



science^ is only one circumstance 
essential to a good action. When we do wrong 
while obeying the dictates of conscience, the 
error does not consist in that t}bedience, but in 
not following the right rule, with which rule the 
accountable moral agent should be acquainted. 
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CHAPTER 1 

WmBTHSB THBBB IB Ht THX MIND A ULW OB BUU; BT 
17HI0H MAN JUDGES OF THE MOBAUTT OF PABTEOV- 

i:^ AcmoNSf 

If such a rule existed in the mind prior to the 
observation of particular acts of a moral nature, 
we should be conscious of it : no- 

Mental niiMm 

thing of the nature of a law or oiyeetsofoonMioaf- 

role can have existence in the 

mind, without the knowledge of the mind 

iteeie 

There seems to be a common mistake as to 
(he process of the mind in regard to general 
principles. It seems to be thought 
that in order to judge whether an ortbamindiniiMr- 
action be right or wrong, there 
must be something like a general rule or law, 
which the mind applies, as the workman doei 
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his rule, to asoertain wlietber the quality of the 
action be good or bad. But as we are conscious 
of no such process as the application of a gene- 
ral rule, there seems to be no evidence whatever 
of its existence. The real process of the mind is 
very simple. When a moral action is viewed, 
if its nature is simple and palpable, the mind 
intuitively perceives its quality, and is conscious 
of no other mental process. Suppose a man, 
created as Adam was, in the full possession of 
his rational faculties : until some occasion o£G^- 
ed, to elicit its exercise, he would not be con- 
scious of any moral faculty or feeling. But 
suppose an act of flagrant injustice to be perpe- 
trated before him, he would at once have his 
moral faculty brought into exercise. He would 
see that the action had in it a moral turpitude, 
that it ought not to have been done, and that 
the agent deserved to be punished. So long as 
this was the only moral act observed or thought 
of, there would be in the mind nothing but 
the judgment, with the accompanying feeling 
that such an act, and of course every other act. 
of the same kind, was evil. As such an obsenr- 
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er would, however, soon observe a multitude 
of aets, of different kinds, which were judged to 
bo good or bad, a general rule or law would be 
obtained, by degrees, out of these particulara 
The process of the mind, in all cases, is fix>m 
particulars to generals, and the tendency in the 
mind to put into classes those things which 
resemble each other, exists also in regard to 
moral actions. After observing a great number 
of acts, of different kinds, all of which ape 
morally good or evil, these particulars are classi- 
fied, and form a general rule or law ; and when 
a new act is observed, it is referred to its proper 
class. But how can we know an action to be 
good or bad, without a rule with which to com- 
pare it, in the first instance? The answer is, 
that it is as easy to conceive of a faculty by 
which we can at once perceive the moral charac- 
ter of an act, as of the power of judging of the 
rectitude of a general rule. 

There is a sense in which it may be said, that 
reason, or the moral fiiculty having the power of 
discerning the moral quality of actions, has the 
rule in itself. If this is all that is intended by 
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a general rule of right and wrong in the xmnd| 
there can be no objection to it. 

Whether fhe mond 

fiMsnitj bu the Tbis is savlng no more than that 

nitolnitMie 

the mind has a faculty by which 
it judges intuitively of many moral acts, as soon 
as they are observed. The idea may be thus 
illustrated : here is a straight line, as soon as I 
see it, I perceive it to be straight; there is a 
crooked line, which at once J perceive to be 
crooked. There is no need of a rule in the 
mmd, by the application of which I know that 
the one is straight, and the other crooked. The 
quality of the lines is seen at once. So of many 
moral actions, the moment the mind apprehends 
them, their moral character is perceived. 

Here are some boys going to school. I ob- 
serve one, who is large and strong, forcibly 
taking from another, who is smaU 
and weak, some fruit which the 
latter has with much pains gathered for a sick 
mother. I need no general rule to guide my 
judgment I need only to know the real cir* 
cumstanees of the action. That a large and 
strong boy should by force take away from one 
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weaker than himself property to whichi lie has 
no right, and to which the other has a right, is 
so evidently immoral, that every mind sees the 
vil at once. 

The general law or rule of morals is there- 
fore made up by 'the observation 
and classification of particular acts ; monis ftom p». 



just as the general law of gravity 

is formed by observation of particular facts. 

All our knowledge relates originally to par- 
ticular cases ; and general ideas 
and general rules and laws, are J^Z,:^ 
formed by a process of the mind, 
which may be called generalization or clasaificap 
tion. 
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CHAPTER XI. 

THB MOIIAL FSELINO WHICH AG00MPAKIE8 ETEBT MO]U£ 
JUDGMEIJT. 

Whether out judgments and feelings are dis- 
tinct and separate mental exercises, or whether 
what we call feeling or emotion is 

Feelings of appro- ^ 

i»*tonand<Uflappro- only an idea of a more vivid kind, 
is a question which we need not 
discuss, as the decision of it is not necessary to 
our purpose. All men make a distinction be- 
tween acts which are purely intellectual, and 
those exercises of mind called emotions ; and no 
practical error can arise from observing this dis 
tmction — ^whether philosophically correct or not. 
In every case where a moral object or relation 
comes before the mind, there is a feeling of ap- 
probation or disapprobation, according to the 
moral character of the object^ of which we are 
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immediately conscious. This approbation or 
disapprobation will not be equal in all cases, but 
exceedingly different in degree. While some 
moral actions elicit, when perceived, a very 
slight degree of approbation or disapprobation, 
others excite strong em.otion; the disapproval 
arising to indignation, and the approval to ad- 
miration. 

In every instance where a good act is ob- 
served, there is a feeling of esteem for the agent, 
as well as approbation of the act. 

A disposition, too, is felt to be- The idon of merit 

stow some reward on the person 
who performs a good action. If we see a man, 
at the imminent risk of his own life, plunge into 
the sea to save a stranger who has fallen over- 
board, we approve the action, and feel that he 
deserves a reward. We therefore call it a meri- 
torious action ; for the simple idea of merit is 
that which deserves a reward. 

On the other hand, when we are witnesses of 
a wicked act of an enormous kind, as, for ex 
ample, a man murdering a goc^d parent or a 
kind benefactor, without any provocation, but 
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instigated by avarice or resentment — ^we feel in* 
stantaneouslj a degree of disap* 
^T!udi«t«7 probation which may properly he 
called indignation. This feeling 
would be accompanied by a strong desire that 
condign punishment should be inflicted on the 
wicked perpetrator of such a deed. If th^e 
were no other means of executing justice, we 
should feel disposed to aid in punishing the cul- 
prit ; and the idea of such a person escaping 
without punishment, is painful to the impartial 
mind, and revolting to the moral feelings. 

These mioral emotions are, however, of very 
different degrees of intensity in different per- 
sons, and in the same person at different pe- 
riods of his life. Persons who 
•leMSoM.*^™**' have been long accustomed to see 
atrocious crimes committed, lose 
in time their moral sensibility, and become ac 
customed to scenes of blood and robbery. In 
proportion as the minds of men are enlightened 
by the truth, and their hearts upright, will be 
the sensibility of the moral faculty. But by 
committing sin, as well as by observing it, th? 
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mcral sensibilities are blunted. This want of 
rigKt feeling in the conscience is what is called a 
"seared conscience," which expression is bor* 
lowed, from the effect produced on any part of a 
living body, by the repeated application of a 
heated iron. The x^vlt is, that, by degrees, the 
skin thickens, and the sensibility of the seared 
part is lost, or rendered obtuse. 

Besides this feeling of approbation or disap- 
probation of moral acts, good or evil, there is 8 
peculiar emotion, in relation to 
moral acts, according to their na- JRmotioiiiiiwfw^ 

' ^ to aetB M oor own. 

ture, when performed by ourselves. 
In this case, the emotion is much more vivid than 
when we contemplate the same action as per* 
formed by another. When a person is consrious 
of having performed a truly good action, and from 
the proper motives, he experiences an emotion 
of pleasure, of a very peculiar and exalted nature 
For this emotion, we have no distinctive name*, 
it may be called the pleasure of a good or ap- 
proving conscience. It must not be confounded 
with self-complacency, or a proud opinion of our 
own worth, which may also arise from the pex^ 

Digitized by VjOOQ IC 
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fbrmanoe of a meritoiioiis actioiu The feeling 
of which mention has been made, is a simple 
emotion arising in the mind, from the principles 
of the human constitution, upon the performance 
of a good action. One reason why it has not 
been more noticed is, that it has no distinctive 
name. The emotion experienced on the per^ 
formance of a wicked action is well known to 
every one. It has a distinctive appellation — re* 
morse. It is a feeling distinguishable from all 
others, and more intolerable than any other spe- 
cies of pain. When violent, it often drives tiie 
unhappy subject of it to the most desperate acts. 
It is like a scorpion, stinging the soul in its ten^ 
derest part. No language can exaggerate the 
misery of a soul abandoned to the torture of this 
feeling. And though in time it may seem to 
be allayed by forgetfulness of the crime, yet 
when any circumstance or association brings th« 
evil action distinctly before the conscience, th6 
torment is renewed. Thus, acts of iniquity com 
mitted in heedless gayety, often produce sensible 
remorse in the time of solitude and reflection ; 
and the sins of youth embitter old age. Thin 
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feeling often accompanies the sinner to his times 
of decline, and is the pain wliich most annoys 
him on his bed of death. As the feeling accom- 
panies the guilty unto the last moment of their 
earthly existence, there is much reason to think 
that it wUl cause the bitterest anguish of a 
ftcture state. 
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IKLIEF IN GOD, AS CONNECTED WITH THE OFEBATIOS vf 
CONSCIENCE. 

The question is, whether an atheist is completely 
divested of the feeling of moral obligation. To 
those who suppose that speculative 
TheqiMBtianBto- athcism is impossible, this ques- 
tion will appear irrelevant ; for it 
would be useless to inquire what would be the 
effect of a state of mind which never can- exist 

As, however, the evidences of the actual ex- 
istence of atheism are as strong as those of most 
other fundamental errors ; and as 
The atheist per- the doctriuc of Certain ideas being 

eeives right aad 

wrong. impressed on the mind in its crea- 

tion (on which the opinion that 
men could not become atheists was founded), is 
now generally exploded, it may be here taken as 
admitted that there are atheists in the world. 
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The question proposed is therefore a proper sab* 
ject for consideration. Bishop Warburton in his 
*< Divine Legation of Moses^" seems to adopt the 
opinion, that a belief in the being of God, is re 
quisite to the exercise of conscience, or the sense 
of moral obligation. But his reasonings on the 
subject are by no means satisfactory. If we may 
refer to the experience of the atheist himself he 
will assure us, that he perceives the difference 
between right and wrong, as plainly as others, 
and that he is conscious of being under a moral 
obligation to pursue a virtuous course. This, 
however, they consider an instinctive or consti- 
tutional principle, which should be obeyed, just 
as our appetites and other natural propensities 
should be obeyed. 

J£ there are intuitive perceptions of moral 
relations, when actions of a certain kind are pre- 
sented to the view of the rational 



mind, then it is certain that con- intaitiT* ] 

tiOMnotdaiMnd«nk 

science may and will operate, what- <» ««»« knowitdca 
ever may be the opinions of the 
person on other subjects. No one, when he con- 
templates an act of flagrant injustice, is consdous 
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of a reference to tEe existence of a moral Gov 
emor, prior to his moral judgment of the quality 
of the action. The perception of its moral evil is 
as immediate as that of the colour of the sky, or 
the grass. But how can a man feel a moral obli- 
gation, unless he admits that there 
oijectioli ind is a Superior towhom he is bound? 
how can he feel himself imder a 
law, unless there is a law-giver? The answer 
is, that this part of the human constitution for* 
nishes a conclusive argument in favour of the be- 
ing of God, We have a law written within us, 
aad fix)m the sense of obligation to obey this law, 
we cannot escape. The great Creator has not 
left himself without a witness, in the breast of 
every man. It is possible that a man may be so 
abandoned as to believe in lies, and that he may 
come to disbelieve in the God that made and 
supports him. But he cannot obliterate the law 
written on his heart ; he cannot divest himself 
of the conviction that certain actions are mo- 
rally wrong; nor can he prevent the stings of 
remorse, when he commits sins of an enormous 
kind. Men may, indeed, spin out refined meta* 
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physical theories, and come to the conclusion 
that there is no difference between virtue and 
vice, and that these distinctions are the result of 
education. But let some one commit a flagrant 
act of injustice toward themselves, and their 
practical judgment will give the lie to their the- 
oretical opinion. 

As those speculatists who argue that there is 
no external world, will avoid running against a 
post, or into the fire, as carefully , 

Monl distliie 

as other men; so they who en- flora Manot be n** 

soned away 

deavour to reason themselves into 
the belief that virtue and vice are mere notions, 
generated by education, cannot, nevertheless, 
avoid perceiving that some actions are base, xm- 
just, or ungrateful, and consequently to be dis- 
approved of, whether committed by themselves 
or others. 

The inferences from what has been said are, 
that by no arts or course of conduct can men so 
eradicate the moral faculty, that 
there shaU no longer be any sense .^^TSS^^" 
of right and wrong. And again, 
it is evident that, although the belief of the ex- 
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istenoe of God is not necessary to the operations 
of conscience, jet from the existence of this fa- 
culty the existence of God may be inferred* 

And finally, that although the atheist cannot 
destroy the moral faculty, yet the firmer the be- 
lief of God's existence, and the 

DtetaAes of eon- ^ . 

•etenoe modified by clearer the knowledge of his attn- 

beUerin Ood. 

butes, the more distinct and for- 
cible will be the dictates of conscience. More- 
over, while the blindness of atheism continues, 
there will of course be no perception of the 
moral duties which arise out of our relation to 
the great Creator; and thus the largest and 
most important class of moral actions will be 
out of view. And this is true, to a great degree, 
in regard to the practical atheist, who forgets 
God habitually; he feels very little sense of 
obligation to worship and serve him. 



yGoogk 



CHAPTER Sm 

MORAL AGENCr, AND WHAT IS NEOESSABT TO IT. 

As actions of moral agents are the proper and on- 
ly objects of moral approbation or disapprobation, 
it becomes necessary to institute an 
inquiry into the nature of moral be datenniiMd by 

ezperlonoe 

agency ; or into what are the con- 
stituents of a moral agent. The decision of this 
question must depend entirely on experience, 
and can never be determined by reasoning on 
abstract principles. The process is simply this : 
we contemplate & great variety of acts, which by 
the moral faculty we judge to possess a moral 
character. We next examine the circumstances 
in which those acis were performed, and we con* 
Giude those things which are found in all of 
them, to be necessary to moral agency. Or, to 
render the examination more simple, we may 
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suppose «ome one condition of the action to be 
absent, and then another, and then viewing the 
action as thus changed in its circumstances, we 
may bring it before the mind, and if the moral 
quality of the act appear unchanged, we conclude 
that that which has been removed from it is no 
essential circumstance in moral agency. But if 
the change in the circumstances of the action, 
leads all men to take an entirely diflferent view 
of its nature, then we conclude that this circum- ' 

stance is essential to moral agency. 
tag^XX*' Toaiiastrate this principle, let lis 

suppose the following case: If we 
see a man suddenly, without any apparent provo- 
cation, raise his hand and strike another, believ- 
ing that it was freely done, by a man compos 
mentis, we feel a strong disapprobation of the 
act, as immoral and deserving punishment But 
if on inquiry it is ascertained that the person 
who committed the assault was utterly destitute 
of reason, we may blame his keepers or friend^ 
who left him at liberty, but we no longer feel 
any moral disapprobation of the act. For it is 
the intuitive judgment of all persons, &at i^ ixim. 
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leslitate of reason is not a moral agent, nor ao- 
eountable for his actions, whatever evil may 
be produced. We consider sucli a man as ex- 
actly in the same predicament as a wild beast 
which does an injury. This is the common 
judgment of men ; for in all courts of justice, 
when a man is arraigned for an assault, if it can 
be proved that he was a maniac at the time, he 
is acquitted, and all men approve the judicial 
decision which exempts him from punishment. 
Hence it is apparent that the ex- 
ercise of reason is essential to tohS^iMT^ 
moral agency. We may bring 
before our minds a thousand acts, under different 
circumstances, but all performed by agents with- 
out reason, and no man can believe that such 
actions are of a moral nature, or of good or ill 
desert 

It may seem to be an objection to this broad 
assertion that there are some who entertain the 
opinion that infants are moral 

No otdeetkMi IlM^ 

agents from their birth, and com- from tbecueonn 

hnta, 

mit actual sm. But these persons 

do not suppose that an irrational being can be a 
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moral agent^ but ihey think that iBfismts haye an 
obscure exercise of reasozL Their mistake is 
not in the general principle which has been laid 
down, but in the ^t that infants have reason in 
exercise. 

Again, let the case supposed be varied. Let 
it be that the person committing the assault 
had the full exercise of reason, 
hut that the stroke was not yolun 
tary, but the effect of a spasmodic, diseased, 
action of the muscles; or that the hand was 
moved by another. Every one, at once, judges 
that the person giving the stroke, whatever he 
might be in other matters, was no moral agent 
in this assault. It was a mere physical opera- 
tion, and not proceeding from the will, could 
not be a moral act Here we have 
nmmt^ tetioii ^ second circumstanco or charac- 
teristic, essential to moral agency, 
namely, that the action be voluntary. No in* 
voluntary action can be of a moral nature. 

Some distinguish the liberty of the agent 
from voluntariness, but to us they appear to be 
the same, or to involve one another. If an act 
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is Yoluntaiy, it is firee; and if firee, it mture be 

voluntary. The Hghest concdv- 

able degree of liberty ia a depen- J£2J2L*^ ^^ 

dent being, is the power of doing 

AS he wills or pleases. But as this subject has 

by metaphysical controversy been involved in 

perplexity, something may be said hereafter, 

respecting what is called the freedom of the 

wilL 

When it is said that the actions of moral 
agents are the only proper objects of moral ap- 
probation or disapprobation, two 
qualifications of the assertion must J^^^ "^ ** 
be taken into view. The first is, 
that the omission to act when duty calls, is as 
much an object of disapprobation as a wicked 
action. Should we see a number of persow 
sailing on a river in a boat, and while we 8iu> 
veyed them, should a child near them fall into 
the river, and no hand be stretched out to rescue 
it from drowning, we could not help feeling a 
strong disapprobation of the conduct of the per^ 
sons who were near enough to render the neces* 
sary help. 11^ however, it should be ascertained 
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tihat one or more of the persons were &8t bonnd 

and pinioned, so that they conld not possibly 
stretch out their hands to rescue the child, we 
should exempt them from all blame : for no man 
is bound to do what is physically impossible. 
The second qualification of the statement is, 

that when we disapprove an ex- 
J^LLT^ *^r^ ^^ we always refer the 

blame to the motive or intention. 
But if we have evidence that the agent possesses 
a nature or disposition' which will lead him often 
or uniformly to perpetrate the same act when 
the occasion shall occur, we not only censure the 
motive, but extend our moral disapprobation 
to the disposition or evil nature, lying behind. 

If we suppose the case of an agent acted on 
by a superior power, so that the nature and 

direction of the act dq)end not 
Aots iuid«r control, upott the agent himself, but upon 

the power by which he is govern- 
ed, we shall consider the immediate agent as not 
free, and the acts brought forth, as not properly 
his axjts, but those of the governing power. A 
demoniac or person possessed by an eyil spirit 
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who had power to direct his thonghts and 
/royem his actions, would not be an accountable 
agent 

There are some who maintain that all human 
actions proceed from God, as their first cause^ 
and that man can act only as he is 
acted upon. Upon this theory, it ta^i^lSf"** 
does not appear how man can be 
an accountable moral agent ; for though his ac^ 
tions may be voluntary, and performed in the 
exercise of reason, yet as he does not originate 
them, they can scarcely be considered his own. 

We will now suppose the case of a man pos- 
sessing reason, freedom, and will, and originating 
his own actions, but destitute of a 

Moral ftenltgr ne- 

moral fSa<:ulty, or unable to per- oeMuy to mona 

agency. 

ceive a difference between right 
and wrong. Can such a person be considered a 
moral agent? We think not. That being — 
how much soever of reason he may possess — 
who has no perception of moral relations, and 
no feeling of moral obligation, would be incapa 
ble of a moral law, or of performing moral acts. 
But the case is an imaginary one. There ar^ I 
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believe, none, wbo possess reason, and yet are 
destitute of all iQoral sense; but though we con- 
ceive of the intellect of a dog or an elephant in- 
creased to any degree, jet, as being destitute of 
a moral feu^ultj, we do not regard them as moral 
agents. 
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HAN A ^ORAL Z.GJSST. 

Very few have entertained the cpiuion that man 

is a mere machine, governed by 

physical influences. It will not be J[^« qwrtum ^ 

necessary, therefore, to occupy 

time in refuting an opinion contrary to reason 

and universal experience. 

But there are many who entertain the opinion 
that man is the creature of necessity; that in the 
circumstances in which each man 
is placed^ he could not be different FataUim. 

from what he is. This theory of 
fatalism is plausible, because a slight observation 
of the history of man shows that the moral 
characters of most men are formed by the edu* 
cation which they receive, and by the sentiments 
and conduct of those with whom they assodata 
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It has, therefore, been maintained — and the 
opinion has in our day been industriously propa- 
gated — ^that man is not a free and accountable 
agent ; that he is what he is, by the operation of 
causes over which he has no control; that no 
man should be censured or pun 
^^^jruwwyofdr- jgj^^^ f^p jjg conduct, siucc those 

who censure him, if placed in the 
same circumstances, would act in the same man- 
ner. In short, that no man is responsible for his 
conduct ; because his actions — ^whether good or 
bad — are the effect of necessary causes. It is 
held by the same persons that the only possible 
method of meliorating the condition of the hu- 
man race, is to educate them in such a manner as 
to avoid those prejudices which have hitherto 
proved inimical to the happiness of men ; and 
to remodel society, rejecting those institutions 

which are supposed to cause most 
BodaUstio 8oh6m& of the misery which is found in 

the world. This theory has not 
only been embraced with confidence, but at- 
tempts have been made to carry it out in prao- 
dca Societies founded on the principles above 
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Slated, have been formed both in Qreat Britain 
and America. But thus far the experiment haa 
been attended with small success. Still the ad- 
vocates of the Social system^ as it is called, have 
not been discouraged. They are instituting new 
societies upon an improved plan, and the most 
sanguine hopes are entertained by those con- 
cerned in these new associations, that a far better 
and happier state of society than any hitherto 
enjoyed, is practicable and will be realized. 

In answer to all arguments brought to prove 
that man is not a free moral agent, we appeal to 
the consciousness of every rational 
being. No arguments, however euS^^** 
plausible, are of any force against 
intuitive first principles. Whether we can oi 
cannot answer arguments against liberty, we 
know that we are free. In regard to some ac- 
tions, we feel that we are under a moral obliga 
tion to perform them, and in regard to others, 
that we ought not to perform them, and if we 
are induced to violate this obligation, we feel 
that we are to be blamed, and are deserving of 
punishment 
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Some philoBopliers have been penraaded hj 

their reasonings that man is not free, bnt under 

uecessitj m all his actions. But as they could 

not deny that every man is intimately conscious 

of being free, they have adopted 



'"laJTalw^^ the opinion that man's feeling of 
liberty is a deceptive feeling, and 
contrary to fact A &r more reasonable oondu- 
sion is that there must be some error in the rea- 
soning from which the conclusion that man is 
not a free agent, is deduced. When a chain of 
reasoning brings us to conclusions repugnant to 
our intuitive convictions, it is certain that there is 
a flaw in some link of it, whether we can discover 
it or not. We are as certain that we are fiee^ 
as we can be ; a revelation from heaven could 
not render us more so. As in other instances 
where speculative men have been led to adopt 
conclusions at variance with self-evident princi- 
ples, so here, men act, in common life, in con 
formity with the common notions of mankind. 
They can by no effort divest themselves of this 
assent to certain fundamental truths. 
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MAN HOT UNDEB A FATAL NEGESSnT. 

Although our consciousness of freedom ought 
to satisfy us, whatever reasonings to the contrary 
may be adduced ; yet it may be 
useful to inquire* whether, indeed, J^"^^"^^^' 
there are any arguments of force 
against the free agency of man. It is certain 
that one truth cannot be in opposition to any 
other truth. If, therefore, the deductions of rea» 
son and the evident principles of common sense 
and experience seem to stand in opposition to 
one another^ it must arise from some misappre- 
hension, or abuse of terms. As our understand- 
ing is given us to enable us to apprehend truth, 
no proposition clearly perceived to be trae^ 
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whether intuitively or by ratiocination, can 
possibly be opposed to any other truth. 

It becomes necessary, therefore, in the first 
place, to have distinct ideas of what is meant 
by liberty, and what by necessity, 
tjSdNt^StyT ^^^ *^® reference must be not to 
metaphysical reasoning, but to 
the common judgment and clear conviction of 
all impartial men. It has already been stated 
that that liberty which is necessary to moral 
agency, can be nothing else than the liberty of 
doing what we will, to the extent of our power. 
It is freedom of action in conformity with our 
desire and wilL When a man .is compelled by 
force to strike another (I mean not by the force 
of strong motives, but by actual physical force), 
we say he is not accountable, because not free to 
do as he willed. When we think of that liberty 
which is necessary to free agency, and to the 
performance of a moral act, this is the kind of 
liberty which we have in our minds. In judg- 
ing of the moral quality of an act, we never 
attempt to go further back than the ^ntaneouB 
inclination of the mind, and never think it ne« 
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cessary to know in wliat way tliis disposition 
was acquired. K the action proceed firom will, 
so &r as liberty is concerned it is a moral act 
We cannot conceive of any greater or more de 
sirable liberty than this. Dependent creatures, 
indeed, cannot possess that independent liberty 
which is the prerogative of the Deity. The 
creature, notwithstanding his liberty, is still 
under the government of divine providence. 

It is also important that we entertain distinct 
and accurate ideas of that necessity which is in- 
consistent with free agency. There 
is what has been termed moral or tu neoeaaity 

which precIadoB free 

philosophical necessity, which is agency, 
not incompatible with human lib- 
erty. This is no other than the certain opera- 
tion of moral causes, producing moral effects, 
according to the power which they possess. 
Such necessity, it has been shown, must belong 
to God, because he cannot act in opposition to 
truth, wisdom, and justice. But this does not 
hinder him from acting freely. So the angels in 
heaven and glorified saints are so confirmed in 



yGoogk 



1(M MORAL SdENCX. 

holiness that thej cannot sin; but still in loving 
and Irving Grod they act most freely. 

But as in the conunon use of terms, and ac- 
cording to the common apprehension of men, 

liberty and necessity are diametri* 
inoormt qm of ^^j opposite I whcu the name 

necessity is applied to any exer- 
cise, the prejudice immediately arises that it can- 
not be free ; especially if there be some points in 
which it coincides with real necessity. Here, it 
is probable, we have the true source of the diffi- 
culty and perplexity in which this subject has 
been involved. The word necessary should 
never have been applied to any exercises whidi 
are spontaneous or voluntary, because all such 
are free in their very nature. When we apply 
this term to them, although we may qualify it 
by calling it a moral or philosophical necessilyi 
still the idea naturally and insensibly arises, tha! 
if necessary they cannot be free. It is highly 
important not to use a term out of its proper 
signification ; especially when such consequences 
may arise from an ambiguous use. An event 
may be absolutely certain without being neoes 
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flaij. It was absolutely certain that God, in 
creating the world, would act most 
wisely. It is a matter of absolute ce«^^^''**'^ 
certainty that the holy angels will 
continue to love and serve God incessantly; but 
this certainty is not inconsistent with liberty. 
K a man p:>ssess good principles, and all temp- 
tation to do wrong be removed, it is morally cer* 
tain that, in any given case, he will do right; 
and if a man be of corrupt principles, and all vir- 
tuous considerations be foreign from his thoughts, 
and strong temptations be presented to his rul- 
ing passion, it is certain that he will yield to 
temptation and commit sin. But in all these 
cases there is no necessity, because there is no 
coercion or compulsion. If the mere certainty 
of an event were inconsistent with freedom, 
then there could be no such thing as liberty in 
God or the creatures. As God knows all things 
most certainly, every thing, in his view, what- 
ever may be its cause, is equally certain; the 
divine prescience cannot be mistaken. There is 
no good reason why uncertainty should be con- 
lideted essential to that liberty which is necessary 
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to moral actions. All causes operate according 
to their nature and force. The reason why one 
effect is necessary and another free is not that 
the one takes place without an adequate cause 
or that the same cause may produce different 
effects ; for both these are contrary to common 
sense. The true reason is that the one is pro- 
duced against will, or without will, whereas the 
other is a voluntary act 

Let the distinction between what is certain 
and what is necessary be ftdly comprehended 

and attended to, and a great part 
duS^**'^* ^f the darkness which, in the view 

of many, has obscttred this subject 
will be dissipated. Although, then, it should be 
demonstrated that the will is as certainly gov- 
erned by motives as the scale of the balance is 
by weights, yet there can be no legitimate infer- 
ence from the one to the other, as if that would 
prove that the will is not free but under a neces- 
sity. The difference lies not in the difference ol 
certainty in the two cases, but in the difference 
in the nature of the causes of that certainty. 
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UXS'B DIRECTION AND GOYEBNHENT OF HIS ACnONBi 
AND mS C50NSEQUENT EESPONSIBILnT. 

Thebe are two extremes to be avoided here. 
The first is that which considers man as, in some 
sense, a passive recipient of influ- 
ences from without He is repre- ^.^^^^^ ^ ^ 
sented as placed in certain circum- 
stances and surrounded by certain objects, in the 
selection of which he has had no choice ; and as 
he is susceptible of certain impressions which 
these circumstances and objects are fitted to 
make upon him, he cannot be considered a fi-ee 
and accountable agent. 

In opposition to this false hypothesis we as- 
sert that the whole force which governs man is 
within, and proceeds from himsel£ External 
objects aie in themselves inert They exert no 
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influence ; no power emanates from them. *riic 
only power and influence which 

ftor^to™"^*^ *^«7 ^^^ possibly have over any 
man they derive from the active 
principles of his nature. We are, indeed, accus- 
tomed in popular language to say that external 
objects excite and inflame the mind; but in 
philosophical accuracy they are but the passive 
objects on which the affections and desires of 
the mind fasten, and their whole power of mov- 
ing to action depends upon the strength of the 
inward affections of the soul. To render this 
perfectly plain\to every mind, it will only be 
necessary to attend to a few familiar illustrations. 
To a man who is under the influence of hun- 
ger or thirst, bread and water are said, when 
seen, greatly to excite him, so that 
in^V^^ *'''*" ^® '^ Strongly impelled to appro- 
priate these objects to the craving 
wants of his nature. But every one sees at once 
that both the bread and the water are merely 
passive objects on which the appetite fixes. The 
real force which impels to action, is not, there- 
foze, the external object, but the inward desire 
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whioli ifi ill the soid itsel£ For where no appe« 
tLte cf hunger or thirst exists, the bread and 
water, however presented and urged upon the 
sense, produce no effect; there is no motive to 
action experienced. 

Take another c^use. A man comes into a room 
where lies a pile of gold. Avarice urges him 
to seize the beloved object, and 
appropriate it to himself. Two ^^^j^J^J" 
desires or motives counteract the 
tendency of avarice ; one is a sense of duty or 
regard to the dictate of conscience, which he 
knows ought to be obeyed ; the other is a regard 
to reputation, or the good opinion of men. Be- 
tween these two antagonistical principles, there 
must of course be a conflict K avarice be 
strong, and the power of conscience and desire 
of the good opinion of men be comparatively 
weak, the consequence will be that the man wOl 
put forth his hand and take the gold, and at the 
same time will feel conscious that he is doing 
wrong. But if conscience be fully awake, and 
espedially if a love of moral excellence and a 
hatred of iniquity have a place in his mind. 
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this motive alone will be sufficient to induce him 
to reject at once the thooglit of appropriating 
what belongs to another. In this case it is eTi* 
dent that the gold on the table is altogether pas- 
sive ; there is no secret emanation from the inert 
metal. The whole power of gold to seduce the 
mind to evil depends on the strength of the prin-* 
ciple of avarice within; and in a mind rightly 
constituted, or under the influence of good 
moral dispositions, it could never so prevail as 
to induce the person to do an unlawM act for 
the sake of obtaining it 

From these cases it is evident that a man is 
not governed by any influence &om without or 
separate from himself but that the 
ly J^S!^"""^' true spring of his actions Ues en- 
tirely in his own inclinations and 
will, external things having no other influence 
than as they furnish objects suited to his appe* 
tites and other desires. 

Some writers on the will, in speaking of the 
governing power of motives, have expressed 
Aemselves in a manner which leads to the bpin* 
ion that the motives by which the will is d6» 
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termlnod exist without us, or separate from 
Oureelves, whereas those motives 
which posBeas an active power «.d JftrT-* 
govern our voluntary actions, are 
within us, and are our own active powers ana 
affections, for which we are as responsible as for 
any other acts or operations of the mind. Hence 
it may truly be affirmed that every man pos- 
sesses a self-determining power by which he 
regulates and governs his own actions according 
to his own inclinations. 

The other extreme in regard to this subject 
is, that the will possesses a self-determining 
power in itself, independent of all 
motives, and uninfluenced by any po^"***™**** 
inclination. And it is maintained 
tha^ such a self-determining power is essential to 
freedom, and to the existence of an accountable 
moral agent. T£, indeed, this last opinion were 
correct yre should admit the self-determining 
power of the will, whether we understood its 
nature or not ; for we lay it down as a first prin* 
ciple — ^firom which we can no more depart than 
from the consciousness of* existence — ^that liuf 
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IS frsb; and therefore stand ready to enibraoe 
whatever is £EtirIj included in the definition of 
freedom. But it is not yet made evident, or 
even probable, that such a power exists, or that 
it is at all necessary to free moral agency, or that 
the possession of such a power would be valua- 
ble or desirable. 

All that is wanted is to make man the mas- 
ter of his own actions, and this is completely 
eflfected by giving him the power 
HotneoMMHj. to wiU and act in accordance with 
his own inclinations. Certainly a 
man is not the less accoimtable for his actions 
because they are in accordance with his desires. 
Every rational being acts with a view to some 
end, and his regard or affection for that end is 
the motive which governs his will and influences 
his conduct 

It cannot *be justly denied, and is generally 
admitted, that in most cases the 

Denial of sneh 

power does not con- determinations of the will are in^ 

flictwlUiUberty. 

fluenced by strong desires; and 
when such desires exist, and there are none lead- 
ing a contrary way, the decisions of the will are 



yGoogk 



8SLF-0IBECnOK. 118 

in fitct determined by the pieyious state of the 
mind. Now if the preyalence of these desires 
in such cases is not found to interfere with free 
agency^ there is no reason to think that the be- 
lief that the will is invariably determined by 
the strongest existing desire will lead to any 
conclusion unfavourable to liberty. If the. self- 
determining power in question is exerted only 
in trivial cases where motives to action are weak, 
or when there is an equipoise of motives, it cannot 
be a power of any great consequence, since most 
of our moral acts are performed without its aid. 

Let us first take an impartial view of the acts 
of a man in the exercise of the 
power which all admit he pos- 
aesses, and then of this imaginary power which 
some think essential to moral agency. 

In the first case the man exercising his rea* 
son, apprehends objects which appear to him, on 
some account, good and desirable. 
These objects he desires to ob- 
tain, and puts forth those volitions which pro- 
duce the actions requisite to the accomplishment 
of his object. 
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In the seoond case the man feels an indina* 
tion leading him with more or less force to a 
certain object; but he has a power 
which he can at any time exert to 
arrest his action in the line of his inclinations, 
and by exerting this power of willing he can 
counteract any desire, and act in opposition to 
it Or if two desires exist, he can by this power 
give tire prevalence to that which is the weaken 
The best way to bring this matter to tiie test ot' 
experience is to suppose a case in which such a 
power is exerted. Suppose the case of a man in 
whom, by habit and indulgence, the appetite for 
intoxicating drink is strong ; but he is induced 
by weighty reasons derived from a sense of duty 
and a regard to his health, reputation, &mily, 
and temporal prosperity, to determine not to ex- 
pose himself to temptation. An old companion 
calls and solicits him to go with him to a convi- 
vial meeting. His appetite strongly pleads for 
indulgence, if only for this one time; butf con- 
science remonstrates, and a regard to health, 
reputation, and the like, operates strongly 
on the other side. Suppose the influence fell 
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bom these two opposite sonroes to be almost 
equally balanced; suppose even a perfect equi- 
poise. Such a state of mind, though possible 
and frequentl J experienced, can never last long^ 
for the states of the mind change in some re- 
spects every moment, and the least dijBTerence in 
the views of the subject would destroy the bal- 
ance. But now is the time for the exercise of 
the power which determines without regard to 
motive. Suppose, while the scales are thus in 
equipoise, this power to be exerted, and the man 
detennines in favour of self-denial. Why he 
did thus determine, seems to be a reasonable in- 
quiry ; but if this power exists, such a question is 
entirely irrelative. There was, according to the 
supposition, no reason or motive which influ- 
enced the determination. Here tiben is a case 
for our consideration: Is an action prompted by 
no motive, and performed without a view to any 
end, an accountable moral act? K this self-de- 
ternoUning power exists, it may be exerted in op- 
position to the highest and best motives, and 
neither the person himself nor any body else can 
tell why it was exerted. If a man under the in* 
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fluenoe of love to bis Creator, should be about 
to engage' in the performance of some plain and 
important duty, the exertion of this power at 
the most unseasonable time might arrest his ac- 
tion and lead him to a contrary determination. 
Why would he exert such a power at such a 
time? That^ indeed, is the question. But if 
any reason of any kind could be given it would 
destroy the hypothesis, which is that a man has 
power to determine in opposition 

No power to do- 

tonnino aciiiufc au to all existing motives, and where 

KOttTOfl. 

there is a competition can act in 
conformity with the weakest. Surely such a 
power is irrational and dangerous in the ex- 
treme, and has no tendency to increase that fiee 
dom whidi is requisite to a moral agent. 
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One of the most plausible objectioiis to iho 
uniform influence of motives on the will is, iho 
intimate conviction every man has, 

Objaetton ttom 

when he has done what he regrets, nsnt at wiosf ao- 

tionfli 

that he could have done other- 
wise ; whereas, upon the hypothesis laid down 
above, the man could not possibly, with the 
B9.xae motives, have acted differently fix>m whal 
he did. And it is alleged that no man ever 
would or could repent of his most criminal 
conduct, were he persuaded that he could not 
have willed and acted differently from what he 
di4, 

This objection brings out the true issue in 
this inquiry. The real question in dispute in 
refifnd to the will is, whethoTi all things extenml 
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and internal being the same to any volnntarf 

agent, the volitions will be the 

jThetraegnartton ^^^^ rpj^^ ^ whether a matt in 

the same state of mind and nnder 
the influence of the same desires and motives, in 
kind and degree, will not always will and act in 
the same way. This we affirm ; and the advocates 
of the self-determining power of the will, deny. 

It is admitted that when a man has done 
wrong and is convinced of his error, he is deeply 
consi'ioiis that he might and should 
J^'^v.ijJ*l«ve acted differently. But when 
this conviction is analyzed, it is 
found to be, not that he might have willed and 
acted differently with the same feelings that in- 
fluenced him at the moment of doing wrong 
but that he might and should have had a di£fer> 
ent state of feeling, or a more considerate atten- 
tion to those things which were forgotten, but 
which if recollected would have prevented him 
from doing that which he now regrets. 

Take a case. A man in an hour of levity, 
ana under the influence of a degree of en^, 
speaks disrespectfully of a person whose bharac* 
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ter is worthy of esteem, and to wliom lie is imder 
pecial obKgation. Upon reflec- 
don he is truly sorry for what he 
said, candidly confesses his fault, and says that 
were he again placed in similar circumstances, 
he would not be guilty of the same fault But 
suppose he should be asked whether, if the same 
degree of inattention, and the same envioud feel- 
ing should again exist which characterized the 
state of his mind when he spoke unadvisedly, 
and no considerations should occur which were 
not then present to his mind, he is of opinion 
that he would act differently from what he^ did. 
Under sudi a view of the matter, few persons 
dare profess that they would act differently 
when placed in precisely the same circumstancea 
When we feel that we would and could act dif- 
ferently from what we have done in certain 
specified circumstances, it is always on the sup- 
position that our views and feelings should be 
different If the person speaking disrespectfiiUy 
of a friend is asked what would induce him 
to act differently, if the thing were to be done 
again, the natural and reasonable answer is, "I 
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• 

should ifaiiik of the impropriety of the thing and 
should recollect my obligations to the person; 
and other the like considerations." This shows 
that men feel accountable, not only for their 
volitions and actions, but for the views and 
feelings which precede volition. Indeed ii 
there is one point above all others on which 
responsibility rests, it is on the motives, that is, 
the active desires or affections of the mind from 
which volition proceeds, and by which it is gov- 
erned. The murderer could easily abstain from 
murder, if he would repress his malignant feel- 
ings; but with the same spirit of malice and 
revenge which induced him to shed his brother's 
blood, and with the same absence of all other 
views and feelings than those which he had at 
the time, there is a moral certainty that he would 
commit the same crime again. Nor has this 
certainty, that unrestrained malice and revenge 
would again lead to the perpetration of the same 
horrid crime, the slightest tendency to alleviate 
the guilt of the murderer. The true ground of 
his culpability, lies in his having and indulging 
such malignant tempers, and in voluntarily 
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taming away liis mind fi*om all considerationfl 
of piety and hxunanity, whicli would restrain 
him from the cruel act And here a question 
might arise respecting a man's desires and affeo- 
tions, and the power which he has over them ; 
but this is not the proper place for a discussion 
of that point 

Another objection which has been repeatedly 
urged, and which by many is considered unan- 
swerable, is, that according to this 

Direction from Im- 

Hypothesis, when two things ex- poecibiiity of eho<w> 
actly equal, and viewed to be so, 
are presented to the choice of a rational being, 
it would be impossible to choose either. But 
every man (say the objectors) feels that he has 
Jie power, if two loaves of bread or two eggs 
exactly alike be presented, of choosing between 
them ; and as there exists confessedly no motive 
for preferring one loaf or one egg to the other, 
therefore it is possible for the will to determine 
without a motive. 

To this plausible objection it may be an 
swered, that if the self-determining power of the 

Willi independetit of motives, be confined to 

M 
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Msee in whioli there are no motives to twak tiie 
balance^ it is a power of yeiy litlte 
importance, and not worth dispat 
ing about. Let it be admitted that in saoh an 
equipoise of motives, the mind can determine in 
favour of either of tiie objects. Butp^haps 
this will admit of a different solution^ and one 
in aocordance with the theory maintained. And 
let it be remarked, that it is not the similarity of 
external objects which should here be concdd-^ 
ered, but the view which the mind takes of th^n. 
We know how a fertile imagination may cast a 
grain into one of the balanced scales, and cause 
it to preponderate. But further, the state ol 
mind supposed to be produced by objects oi 
equal value, is really felt for a mon^nt. Between 
two things we hesitate, not being able to come tc 
a decision ; but this indecision arises not from a 
belief that the objects proposed are equal, but 
from a doubt which is preferable. Wl^n we are 
sure there is no difference, this heffltation is not 
experienced. The explanation which, seems 
correct, is the following: two gumeas are laid 
before a poor man, and he is told to take whioh 



yGoogk 



MonvxsL 1st 

9l»e he pkases. It caimot be neoessaiy ihsi he 
diould think one better than the other. If sach 
a preference were necessary, he would be unable 
to take either^ and his situation would be com* 
parable to the ass of the old Oreek sophistai 
bdd immovable between two bundles of haj. . 
The difficulty supposed to exist in the case of 
two equal objects proposed for our choice, is 
perfectly imaginary: no difficulty 
or perplexity is ever experienced, 10^*^22?^ **" 
when the things presented to our 
ehoioe are known to be equal. It is only when 
we apprehend that there may be a difference be* 
tween the objects offered, that we hesitate. Ab 
if a person should offer to our choice two caa- 
Icets, the contents of which are unknown; we 
find it difficult to choose, for the very reason 
that we suspect the one to be more valuable 
than the other, but are ignorant to which the 
greatest value attaches. And if we should be 
informed that one contained jewels of great 
price and the other nothing but baubles, our 
hesitancy would be accompanied with solicitude. 
But when we are certain that the things pra 
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posed to our okoioe are perfectly alikei in alt 
respects, we experience no difficulty whatever. 
Suppose it to be first a single guinea which is 
oflEbred . to a needj beggar ; he is moved 
by his feeling of want to take it If instead 
of one, twb guineas are offered, he experiences 
no difficulty in choosing, knowing them to 
be alike. But this furnishes no example 
of an action produced without a motive. 
The question is, whether the man shall act 
or not; and the motive for action is strong, 
namely, the desire of relief As he is at lib^iy 
to take but one, and there is no difference 
between them, he seizes that, which from one 
or more of a thousand slight reasons of neiomess 
or convenience, it happens to him to choose^ 
without any preference properly so called. 
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8UMMABT TIEW OF LIBEBTT. 

ICiK is oonsciotis of libeny, and nothing can 
add to the certainty which he has that he is a 
&ee agent Objections to self-evi* 

Mm tttnltivdy 

dent principles^ however plausible, eertain fbut u n 
should not be regarded; for, in 
tiie nature of things, no reasonings can over- 
throw plain intuitive truths, as no reasonings can 
be founded on principles more* certain. Though 
we may not be able to understand or explain 
with precision wherein freedom consists, yet this 
ignorance of its nature should not disturb cmr 
minds. We experience the same difficulty in 
re^rd to other truths of this dass without any 
diminution of our assurance. I am conscious 
that I have life — but what is life? neither I nor 
any other human being can telL But do we^ 
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because of this ignorance, doabt whether indeed 
we live ? Not in the least We know that wcr 
are free precisely in the same manner that we 
know that we are living beings, and no platisi 
ble reasonings should disturb us in the one caae 
more than in the other. 

Again, if in attempting to e^lain what la 

essential to free agency, we should fall into any 

mistake, or conclude that some- 

Tbis certainty tin* 

4irtarb6d bremns thing does not belong to it, whidi 
does, let it not be said that we 
deny the freedom of man; for while we may eir 
in regard to our conception of its nature^ we 
know that we cannot err in regard to the actual 
existence of freedom. 

We are willing to attribute to man every 
kind and degree of liberty which can pn^)erly 
belong to a dependent creature 
iiii^dl^' »^d a rational being; and if W6 
deny what some think essential to 
free agency, it is because in our view it would 
be no real privilege to possess such a power, as 
not being compatible with the laws by wfakih 
rational creatures are governed. 
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tt is Admitted that man has power to govera 
his own volitions, and does govern 
fliem, according to his own desire. rtttxh^m. 

He has the liberty, within the lim- 
its of his power, to act as he pleases ; and greater 
Uberfj, in our judgment, is inconceivable. 

To suppose, in addition to this, a power to 
act independently «f all reasons and motives, 
would be to confer on him a power 
for the exercise of which he could "'^^ !•, ^ 

power to act tiide* 

never be accountable. It would p««*»ur •'•"»»• 

■onfli' 

be a feculty which would com- 
pletely disqualify him ttom being the subject of 
moral government In the nature of things, it 
would be impossible that a creature possessed of 
such a power could be so governed that his ac- 
tions could be directed to any end. 

One hypothesis makes man the master of 
his own actions, but a creature 
governed by understanding and n»t hypothec* 
choice. He may be misled by 
fiJse appearances, and influenced by wrong mo- 
tives, but is always governed by some reasons or 
motives. 
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On the other hypothesis a mim may and does 

act without any inducement^ and without being 
influenced by any reason/^ to do 
8«eondhyp«tiMriiL what is Contrary to all his iuclina* 
tions and feeling. I cannot but 
think that| after all, the abettors of this scheme 
retain in their minds a certain obscure but lin- 
gering persuasion that the free agent feels some 
reason for acting as he does; and if so, the dis- 
pute is at an end, for whatever may be th^ con- 
sideration which induces a man to act in oppo- 
sition to strong desires, it must be somethii^ 
which is felt by the mind to have force, and to 
be such a consideration as ought to influence a 
rational being. 

Let us for still further elucidation again sup- 
pose a case in which this self-determining power 
is exerted. 

A young man entrusted with the property 

of his employer, has by undue 

OMse supposed indulgence in amusements, con- 

An* Mif-dsterminiog ■ . 

powtr. tracted debts which he is unable tp 

pay. He sees a way by which 

he can appropriate to his own use some of th^ 
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mone J in his hands withoni the ^Hxcdbilitj of 
diflCOTerjr. His wants are urgent, bis repntation 
v at etake, and he feels himself impelled by a 
powerfbl motive to the deed; and th^re are no 
motives to draw him in an opposite cotuse but 
such as are derived from conscienoe and the fear 
of God. At the moment when about to perpe* 
trate the felonious act, he pauses and resolves 
that be will not do it The question is, has ho 
not power to act thus 7 Is he not the arbiter of 
his own acts of will ? Are we not all conscious 
that we possess such a power?, Ther^ is no 
dispute about the power, if it only pleases the 
agent to exercise it He is as free to abstain 
from embezzling what belongs to another, as to 
do it The only question is, will he do it unless 
some reason, motive, or moral feeling influence 
him ? K so, then indeed it would be the exem* 
plification of the power in question. But when 
we examine the case carefully we shall be satis> 
fied that where there is a powerful motive on 
one side, there must be a preponderating mo* 
live on the other to prevent a volition in ao^ 
ooxdanoe with the first Suppose the young 
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man under the temptation mentioned to hasn 
his mmd free from all moral ccmsidexalionay. and 
to liaye no fear of injuring his rq>utatiDB, what 
would restrain him ? Or, if without sjajmoai 
influence, or any other consideration, he should 
abstain, would there be any virtue in the act? 
To know whether an act is virtuous, we properly 
ask, why was it done? what was the motive of 
the agent? But here there is none, and con- 
sequently the act can have no moral character. 
And if we suppose some faint remonstrance of 
conscience, and some slight fear of discovery, 
even these would not prevent the act where die 
contrary motives were urgent 

But suppose, now, this young man to have 
had a religious education, and to have beea 
brought up to regard his reputation, and whea 
the temptation is most powerful and he is in 
danger of yielding, conscience should utter her 
voice with power, and dictate imperatively that 
this is a deed which should not be done ; and at 
the same time, a lively apprehension of disgrace 
•bould operate with a combined influenoe on 
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bis rnuid, would the operation of these mo- 
tiycs in preventing tiie crime be less rational 
or less virtaons than if he should act without a 
moliye? 
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THX KIND OF INDIFFESENCE WHICH HAS BEEN COKSm 
ESED ES8ENTUL TO FBEE AGENCY. 

In every act of choice or will, it is implied that 
the person willing might, if he pleased, act in a 

different way from what he does, 
H* ft^ ^ ^***^ ^^^ othei;:wise he would be under 

a necessity of acting in one way 
only, and there cotild be no freedom in such an 
action. There is no freedom in the pulsations of 
the heart, for they are not voluntary, but go on 
whether we will it or not. In aU actions where 

the will is exercised there must be 
Liberty of con- at Icast two thiuss which may be 

tndietloii ud of ^ "^ 

oontmiotj. done. This liberty was by the 

ancients distinguished into jtwo 

kinds, the liberty of contradtctwrij and the liberty 

of contrariett/. In the first we have the dioioo 
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of doing or not doing some proposed act lo 
the secondy we have the liberty to do one thing 
or another, or one thing or sereral others In 
regard to such objects of choice, there was said to 
be indifference, bj which it was not meant that 
the mind was indifferent at the moment of choice. 
This would be -a contradiction, because indiffisi^ 
ence towards an object, and the choice of an ob* 
ject, «re opposite and irreconcilable states of 
mind. But the meaning was, that, abstractly 
firom the feelings of the agent, the contrary or 
different actions were indifferent It was in the 
power of the agent, if he were disposed, to do or 
not do, to do this or that ; but it was never un- 
derstood to imply, that with the inclination in one 
direction a choice might be made in the opposite 
direction. A man may do what he pleases, but 
it is absurd to suppose that he can will to do. 
what it does not please him to do. 

The doctrine of a power of contrary choice^ 
as the thing has been now ex- 
plainedf is a reasonable doctrine, ,J ^. f •^ 
and in accordance with all ezpe- 
xienoe, if with the rolition you include the mo* 
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tiTe, if with the choice you take in the denm. 

But to snppoee a voMoh contrary 

ToiuiMi tmmn to &» preTailing inclination is in* 

intiiidiniitai. consiBtent with all expeiionoe; 

and, as has been idiow^ soeh a 
iherty or power would disqualify a man Ax bet 
ing an accountable moral agent. 

In the last century an able metaphysical wxi* 
ter, convinced that the common doctrme of the 

selMetermining power of the wffl 
^^^^•w ^ Akp. could not stand, invented a new 

hypothesis. His leading idea iSi 
p that we do not choose an object because we de- 
sire hf but desire it because we choose it Ae* 
cording to this view of Archbishqp King, in his 
work on the ** Origin of Evil," there must be a 
stale of absolute indifference prior to an act of 
choice ;- for all love or attachment to an object^ 
and all desire of possessing it, are produced by 
he act of the mind in choosing it This is a 
complete inverEOon in the order of the exeraser 
of the mind. Though recommended by higk 
auihorilyi and ingeniously defended by itei Bict' 
thor, it semis strange that it should have tbvaaH 
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vaj req)ectable abettora But Dr. Watt8| m hiB 
Eaaay on the "Freedom of the 
will in God and the creatures," ^•ttal"'*** ^ 
adopts the outlines of the Arch- 
bishop's scheme, and defends its principles by 
many arguments. This led President Edwards, 
in his celebrated work on the 
Will, to take particular pains ^j^J*****^**" 
to refute this fiUse theory. The 
indifference of which he treats is that which 
appertains to this scheme. Many, however, 
hare been led, from an acquaintance with the 
work of Edwards, to suppose that the doctrine 
of indolence, as refuted by this, great man, is /^ 
oommon to all who maintain the opinion of the 
self-detennining power of the will; which is £ur 
from heixkg the case. 

It is deemed unnecessary to give a refutation 
of Ihis theory in this place. Those who wish to 
see thia effectually done may consult the sereial 
sectiofis of the work of Edwards, to which re> 
fiireneehas been Blade.* 

'* « Edwndi*! Work^ ed. Kew-York, 1844 YoLiLppilY* 
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W MCTHim MKH ASM AOOOUIVTABLB TOR THSIB Man?l% 
OK WH^ T HEK DB8ISE8 AND AFFECTIONB WHICH FBIb 
CEDE YOLITION, HAVE A MOBAL OHABAOTEB. 

Thsre are two Tnaximfl on this pointy whidi W6 
must endeavoiir to reconcile^ as 
there is an apparent repugnance 

between them. 

The first is, that every action takes its oharao* 

ter fiom the motive from which it proceeds^ 
The second is, that every moral act 

'^^J^''to'*S ^ voluntaiy, and therefore, that 
to^taiuj?.*^ desires and feelings which pre- 
cede volition, cannot be of a moral 

nitore. This difficulty seems to have perplexed 
the perspicacious mind of Dr. 

^ ■ ^■'— Chalmers; for, peraving that our 

desires and affections do possess a 

moral character, he labours, through a number 
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of pagesi to prove that^ in as fiir as &ej are 
auch^ they are inflaenced bj the wilL The 
taruth, however, is, that znanj of them are un* 
infiixenoed bj preceding v(dition, and the Vhole 
zeasoning of the learned author is imsatisfiictory. 
The true solution is to be found in ihe ambi* 
gciit?f of language. When it is asserted thai 
all moral actions are voluntary, the meaning 
is, either that by actions only external actions 
are meant| or that under the word voluntary, 
the aflfeetions of the mind which precede vo- 
lition are included. No act of the body 
can take place without an action of the will 
preceding it; so tiiat the maxim is true, as 
it relates to external acts. But it is also true in 
relation to mental acts, if we give -a certain 
degree of extension to ihe word " voluntary,*^ 
that is, if we use it as synonymous with sponta- 
neous. Our desires are as free and spontaneous 
as oar volitions, and when it is said that every 
moral act must be voluntary, the word is used 
in this comprehensive sense. There is no need, 
lliwefare, .to prove that our affections must have 
reoeived their complexion fiom a preceding vo< 
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litbn. The judgment of the moral &ci4^ m 
jregard.to the moral character of the desires aad 
affeotbnSy is as clear and undoubted as of the 
ydiitibnflL Nay, the volitions recdve their moral 
character from the quality of the motires which 
produce them; so that the very same vdition 
may be good or bad, according to the mofsai 
character of the motives by which it is produced. 
The volition requisite in order to pull a trig* 
ger and let off a gun, is the same, let the motive 
be what it may. It is a determination to per* 
fbrm that specific act, and if it be performed bj 
an insane p^»on, there will be no morality in 
the voUtbn. 1£ the same volition be put forth 
by a person acting in his just defence, the vo* 
lition and ensuing act will be good; but if the 
volition to shoot a ncian, arise from malice or 
avarice, the volition prompting the act will be 
wicked. 

We do not, tiierefore, trace actions to their 

true moral source when we asoer. 
^•^JSiJf* tain the voMon from which thcgr 

proceed; we must always go one 
step highcTi and ascertain the motives^ 
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When an inTdstigatioa is made into the 
duumcterof an actof whioli some one is accused, 
the main pcnnt, which by wit* 
nesses ihe court and jurjr wish to ^f ^••™*^ 
ascertain, is, from what motives 
the accused acted. Acoordingl j as this is deter- 
mined, so is he judged to be innocent or guiUj* 
It hence appears, that the true and ultimate 
source of Iho morality of actions, is not found 
in the will, but in the desires and afTectiona 
The simple act of volition, namelj, a determina- 
tion to do a certain act, is always the same^ 
whatever be the motive. And to ascertain that , 
an action proceeds from an act of will, only de- 
termines that it is the act of a particular agent, 
but gives us no knowledge respecting the true 
moral quality of the act This will be found 
universally true. Two men are seen giving mo- 
ney to the poor; the acts are the same, and the 
volitions preceding the acts and prompting them, 
are the same; and as we cannot see the heart, we 
naturally judge that both acts are alike good. 
But if it should be revealed to us, that one of 
the persons was influenced entirely by a love fbr 
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die piaiae of meii| and the oliier, by ft mnoere 
regard for the wel£ure of die poor, we ahould 
immediately make a wide diffierenoe between the 
acts, in our moral judgment. We shonld sttU 
be oonvinced, howerer, that the volitions lead* 
ing to the acta were the sam^ the only difieience 
being in the motives. 

It is dear then that men are more acoountr 

ifaBMeoimtd»to *^^® ^^^ ^^^ motives than for 
fcrutmotfm. ^j i-iji^g ^ig^j ^^ u^i^ primarily, 

morality coDsists in the inotaves; that^ is the 
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CHAPTER XXL 

fBX DIVmOBr OF VOUTES, INTO RATION AL AND ANDfAXk 

J>JL Thoxah Bbid, in bis work on the Active 
FoireiBy endeavouis to maintain hia doctrine 
that the will is not always soy* 
erned by motives, by a reference 
to a certain distinction. Animal motives act by 
a blind impulse on the will, without regard to 
remote consequences. Rational motives operate 
by the foroe of reasonable considerations. Dr. 
Beid asserts that these classes of motives are so 
widely different, that their influence can never 
be coonpared: that what may be the strongeftb <tf 
one class, may be the weakest of the other, 
and tbnt the mind must determine between 
them. 
- Thediittination is no doubt Just Theze are' 
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pimciples in the htunan oonslitiitioiiy wluoh aet 
on the will with great foroe, by a 



^^Tb^ dufcNBM yjjj^ impulse. Such are the ap- 
petites and passions, and the de- 
sire of happiness, and especially the desire to 
escape pungent pain, at present experienced* 

The appetite of hunger urges the subject of it to 

eat^ whether it can be done lawfully and consisfef 

^^P^ju^ cntly with health, or not This in- 

fluenoe is sensibly present, and it 

requires some sireng^ of purpose to resist it, when 

the agent is convinced that the act cannot be done 

with propriety. Here then is the simidtaneous 

operation of an animal and a rational motiYe; 

and it is evident ^t they counteract each othei^ 

and that according to the strength of one or the 

other, the will is determined this 

^^ui^fj^ way or that way. It is not true, 

therefore, that these different kinds 

f motives cannot be compared as to theiir ^ect- 

ite force. The £eu3t is, they are brou^^t into 

comparison every day, and every day vietomf 

are obtained by one over the other, acoosdp 

ing to &e strenglii <x influence which they t^ 
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flpectivety poneflBy at ihe momenk Hunger im* 

pels a man to eat ; reason tells Mm that it will 
be injurious to health. Here is a fair trial of 
trength between the force of blind appetite, and 
rational regard for heahh. If the appetite h^ 
yerj strong, it will lequirea strong resolution to 
oppose it In sucH cases, however, appetite 
commonly prevails; but not without resistance. 
In eyery case of the kind, there is a trial of 
strength between these different motives. Sup- 
pose food to be placed before a 
hungry man; if there be no con- Mit-pt^llZtkm, 
siderations of duty or utility to 
prevent, he will of course indulge his appetite. 
But if he should be informicd that the food is 
poisoned, although he be still impelled by his 
appetite to eat, yet the love of life or fear of 
death, will be sufficient to induce him to refirain. 
Suppose, again, that die food is the property 
of another, whose consent to use it cannot be 
obtained. Here the moral feel- 
ings jsrtand in the way of indul- «a^.''***^ 
gence; and upon the comparative 
strength €f his appetite and of the vigour of his 



yGoogk 



144 HOSAL BOOEKCI. 

ooQSoienoe, will depend kis delemims&xu Sd 
fiur is it fix)in being true, then, that animal and 
rational motiyes cannot be compared, in regard 
lo their influence on the will, that there- is no- 
fiiing in hnman life more common than the ex- 
perience of the struggle for masteiy between the 
higher and lower prindples of our nature. 

When it is said that the mind determines be* 

tween these contending rndtives, it is true, but 

not in the sense intended. It is 

The datannliu- 

Hon Moofdi with truc that the mind determines, and 
of course the volition is on aom side 
or the other; butthisdeterminationisnotindepen* 
dent of the strength of the contending motivesi 
being always in accordance with the strongeit 
existing desires. 

There is this important difference betwe^i 
animal and rational motives, that a sensible in^ 
pulse of the farmer as merely felt, 
tte^***"'"'*'' is not of a moral nature. The 
hunger of a man id no more 
moral than the hunger of a bea^t These animal 
feelings are unavoidable andconstitutionaL The 
point at which such feelings begin to partiake oC 
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a moral qxtalilyy is when they require to be 
governed and directed. It was not wrong for 
flie hungry man when he saw bread before him 
to desire it But when he knew it to be the 
property of another, it would have been wrong 
to take it; and when he knew that the food 
would injure him, it became his duty to for- 
bear. 

We cannot extinguish the animal feelings by 
an act of the will; they arise involuntarily, and 
therefore cannot be in themselves of a moral 
nature. Yet as man has other principles and 
powers by which he should be governed, he be- 
comes faulty when he neglects to govern these 
lower propensities in accordance with the dic- 
tates of reason and conscience. But in regard to 
other desires and affections, they are good or bad 
in every degree in which they exist. For ex- 
ample, not only are malice and envy sinful 
when ripened into act, but the smallest conceiv- 
able exercise of such feelings . is evil ; and as 
they increase in strength, their moral evil in 
creases. It does not require an act of volition, 

consenting to these feeUngs, to render them evil; 
1 

Digitized by VjOOQ IC 



146 MORAL SCIXNGX. 

their yeiy esaenoe is eyil, and is oondemned bj 

the moral sense of mankind. 

A dear understanding of tliis distinction 

might have prevented or reconciled an old dis- 
pute, viz. whether concupiscence* 
was of the nature of sin, in the 

first rising of desirCi prior to any act of the 

wilL 

* It maj remoye Ambigaitj to wj that the word ctmeupU' 
€fnt9 is here lued not in ita popnUr and modem, but iti theo- 
logical aooeptatbn. The oontroyersj to which aUwion ii 
made began early in the school^ and was actively waged at 
the time of the Beformation. The following refereneea wffl 
enable the reader to inqnire further: AngtuHni, 0pp. x,, ed. 
Benedict pp. 887, 1029, 1828, 1881, 1965.— CutoAttmMff CbfUb 
TridnU. ed. Lips. 1861, pp. 886, Z%^.-^Chenimtii Ezamen. ed. 
Geney^ 1641, pp. 88, 89, 90, 94, 96.— TUnvt^mt /iMtt. P. iL 
Qn. SI.— J9r«<MAfMi(lfr, Sjst Entwidkelimg; 4 ed. 1841, pf^ 
•Ok Ml* 
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WHSmXE MOSAUTT BSLONOS TO PBINCIPUiS AS WlUb 
AS ACTS, OS IS OONFUn&D TO ACTS ALONIL 

It seems to be generally agreed, that in the hu- 
man soul there exist certain principles from 
which actions proceed, as streams 
from a fountain ; and that the cha- ^J^^j^^^!^ 
lacter of the actions corresponds 
with that of the principle. Those, however, who 
maintain that the will possesses a belf-determining 
power, independent of motives, deny the exist- 
ence of any such principles lying back of the 
acts of the mind, especiaUy in moral exercises. 
They hold that the evil of an act arises entirely 
from the exercise of free will, and that there is 
no propriety in referring it to any thing previous- 
ly existing in the mind. They allege that noihing 
can be of a moral nature but that which is volun* 
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ftarjy andtherefore tliat virtue or yice can t)e predi- 
cated of nothing but actions. They argue, how- 
ever, that to make virtue and vice consist in the 
occult qualities of the soul, is to conceive of the 
essence of the soul as corrupt; and that this 
would be to make sin a physical quality, exist 
ing without any relation to the will. It would 
De entirely out of place, here, to consider the 
bearing of this controversy on certain theological 
points, concerning which polemics have waged 
an interminable war. We have, at present, no* 
thing to do with any principles or questions bxrii 
Buch as may be learned from reason and expe- 
rience* 

In the first place, let it be observed, that we 
know nothing of the soul but by its acts. We 

have no consciousness .of any 
ftJ^S!"^ ^^^e tut acts of diflferent kinds; 

yet we know as certainly that we 
have a soul, as that we think and feel. So, 
also, we are not conscious of the existence of 
what is called disposition, temper, principle; 
but we as intuitively believe in the existence oi. 
ibese, as in the existence of the soul itseIC If 
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we Bee one man doing evil whenever he has the 
temptation, and another as habitually doing good, 
we cannot help considering that the one is actuated 
by an evil disposition which dwells in him, and 
&at the other is influenced by a good dispodtion. 
Whether moral good and evil may with pro- 
priety be predicated of these hidden tempers of 
the mind, must be determined by 
an appeal to the common judg- we^S^eSUiL^ 
ment of mankind; and this, I 
-think, is manifestly in favour of the affirmative. 
When a man is observed to manifest wicked, 
malignant passions as often as occasion serves to 
elicit them, aU men agree that he possesses a ma- 
l^nant temper. The soul of such a man, when 
his acts of iniquity are finished, cannot be free 
from every taint, until he again put forth a volun- 
tary act. The doctrine of a uniform series ot 
evil acts, is irreconcilable with the doctrine that 
all evil consists in self-determined acts, unless the 
will itself be corrupt , for why should all acts be 
of one kind, when no cause exists why they 
should be one thing rather than another? We 
might suppose such a power would act as &e* 



yGoogk 



160 wofSJLL msassoK. 

qnentlj one way as another* But if there \m 
any cansea without the will, which give a uni* 
fonn character to its acts» then the will cannot 
be free. It is determined by something without 
itself which is incompatible with the hypothesis. 
Again: the fountain must partake of the 
quality of the streams. If these are uniformly 
evil, it is fair to conclude that the 

Jll!^X^' *^^*^ ^« polluted. Voluntary 
wickedness is nothing else but 
bringing into act what before existed in 
principle in the soul. If malice in act is sinfol, 
surely malice in principle must be eviL 

No man can bring himself to believe that the 

wretch who has peipetrated thou* 

Ud^Sdi^ • sands of base crimes, and stands 

ready to commit others of the same 

kind, has no evil inherent in his soul, by which 

he is distinguised from the most iiuiocent person* 

Another evidence that men do judge some- 
thing to be sinful besides sinful acts, is that mem 
who palpably omit important duty, are oona* 
dered equally guilty with those who offend by 
pooitiye act That man who neglects to reseae 
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from death a human bem^ vhen it is easily in 
his power to do so, is bj all men 
reckoned guilty of a great crime, tjfrfd^"^ 
though he perfonus no act of any 
kind. Suppose a helpless woman or in&.ut to 
&11 overboard from a boat, in which there is a 
strong man who might afford relief but makes 
no attempt to do so. Is there a person in the 
world who wotQd not view such a neglect as a 
great sin ? Now, on what principle do we oen* 
sure the person who has committed no act oi 
transgression? Evidently on the ground thai 
he ought to have felt a regard for the life of a 
fellow-creature. We blame his indifference to 
the wel&re of his neighbour. 

As to the maxim, that nothing is sinful 
which is not voluntary, it relates to positive 
acts, not to dispositions of the 

IHspotltloD, te 

mind. But as was explained be- what mom Tciw 
before in regard to desires and 
affections, so in regard to di^)ositions, we say 
they are in a sense voluntary. They properly 
belong to the will, taking the word in a large, 
sense. In judging of the morality of voluntary 
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•cts^ the principle from whicli they proceed is 
always included in our view, and comes in for 
its full share of the blame. Thus Bishop Butler, 
in his excellent essay on the " Nature of Vir- 
tue," says, in speaking of the moral faculty, " It 
ought to be observed that the object of this 
faculty is actions, comprehending under that 
name active or practical principles." This saga* 
cious man saw that it would not do to confine 
virtue to positive acts, but that principles must 
oome in for their full share of approbation or dis- 
approbation. 

The character which a man acquires by a 
aeries of acts, is not merely the estimation of a 
person who has performed such 
imST'***^ "**■ acts, but it is of a person possess- 
ing dispositions or principles which 
gave rise to such acts. Our notion of a bad man 
ij> of one who not only has perpetrated wicked 
acts, but is still disposed to do the same ; and 
we disapprove the principle as much as the 
acts. The notion that corrupt principles must 
yitlate the essence of the soul, is without founda- 
tion. The soul is the subject of many a£Eection» 
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wbieh are not essential to it Natoial affections 
may be extirpated, and yet the soul remain nn* 
changed. Moral qualities may be entirely cbang* 
ed, without any change in the essence of the 
souL The faculties remain, while the moral 
principles which govern them may be changed 
from good to bad, or £rom bad to good. The 
some faculties which are employed in the per- 
formance of virtuous actions, may be occupied as 
instruments of wickedn.ess. That innerent moral 
qualities may exist in the soul, has been the be- 
lief of all nations, and is the sentiment of every 
common man whose judgment has not been 
warped by false philosophy. 

Who can believe that the soul of a cruel 
murderer, whose heart cherishes habitual hatred 

and revenge towards his fellow- 
JS::;Z^ creatures, is, when adeep, or occu- 

pied with indifferent matters, in 
flie same state of purity or exemption from evil, 
as the soul of the most virtuous man in the 
world? It cannot be believed. We cannot help 
thinking, when we see a uniform course of action 
whether it be good or bad, that there must be 
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ooiresponding dispomtioiis whicli lead to saoh 
actions. Every effect must have an adequate 
cause. Let it be granted^ for the sake of arga- 
ment) tliat the self-determining power is an ade 
quate cause for any single act of any kind ; yet 
it can be no sufficient cause for a' series of acta 
of the same kind. This, however, must be left 
to the intuitive belief of every man. It is a sub* 
tect for the judgment of common aensCi lallMr 
(ban reason. 
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MOSALHABim 

Habits differ &om principles, or constitational 
desires, in that they are adventitions. Every 
habit is acquired by repeated acts. 
The human constitution possesses Halite 

a wonderM susceptibility of form* 
ing habits of eveiy kind. Indeed^ we can* 
not prevent the formation of habits of some 
kind or other. StilT, a man has much in hia 
power as it regards the kind of habits which he 
forms, and is highly accountable for the exercise 
of this power. A man's happiness and usefol* 
ness depend very mudi on the character of his 
habits. Yea, a man's moral character derives 
its complexion, in a great degree, firom his 
habits. In this place, it is not necessary to go 
into the philosophy of the formation of habitiL 
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Oar object is to consider habits and habitual 
actions as they partake of a moral character, or 
as they are the object of moral approbation, or 
disapprobation. If we should remove from the 
list of moral actions all those which are prompted 
by habit, we should cut off the larger number of 
those which men have agreed in judging to be 
of a moral nature. 

That there are virtuous habits and vieious 
habits, will scarcely be denied by any conside- 
rate person. A habit of lying, of 
^ jjceonntabui^ swcaring, of slandering, of cheat- 
ing; of irreverence, of indolence, 
of vainglory, with many others, are, alas, too 
common. There are also virtuous habits, such 
as of industry, temperance, kindness, veradty, 
diligence, honesty, &c. To be sure, these vir- 
tues oonmionly flow from principle, but the 
practice of them is greatly fecilitated by correct 
habits. Two considerations will show that men 
are properly accountable for those actions which 
proceed from habit. The first is, that in the 
fiKmation of his habits, man is voluntary. The 
acta by which they are formed are free acts, and 
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&e agent is responable for all their conse* 
quences. The other consideratioii is, that habits 
may be counteracted and eiren changed hy the 
fi:flrGe of virtuous resolutions and perseveranoa 
Where habit has become inveterate, it may be 
difficidt to oppose or eradicate -it; but the 
stnengdi of moral principle has often been found 
suffident to counteract the most confirmed hab- 
its. Wjien it is asserted that men long enslaved 
by evil habits cannot make. a change, it is on 
the ground, that no principle of sufficient power 
exists in the mind of the agent; but for lliat 
deficiently, the man is responsible. Yet a power 
fipom without may introduce a new principle po- 
tent Enough, to ov^x^ome evil habits. The 
importance of possessing good habits^ is admit* 
ted by aU moralists. Aristotle makes the es« 
senoe of virtue to consist in "practical habit% 
voluntary in their origin," anpKagreeable to right 
reason. Dr. Thomas Beid^ in his " Essay on the 
Active Powers," defines' virtue to be " the fixed 
purpose to act according to a sense of duty," 
which definition Dugald Stewart modifies, by 
observing, " It is the fixed purpose to do what 
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18 xight^ which evidentlj constitutes what wo 
call a virtuous dispasition. But it appears to me 
that virtue, considered as an attribute of char- 
acter, is more properly defined by the haba 
which the fixed purpose gradually forms than 
by the fixed purpose itself" Dr. Paley lays it 
down as an aphorism^ that " mankind act more 
from habit than reflection." " We are,'* says he, 
''for the most part, determined at once, and by 
aa impulse which has the effect and energy 
ef a pre-established habit" To the objection, 
"If we are in so great a degree passive under 
our habits, where is the exercise of virtue, or 
the guilt of vice?" he answers, ''in the firm^ 
ing and eofUtaeting of these habits.'' "And 
hence," says he, " results a rule of considerable 
knportance, viz, that many things are to be dona 
and abstained from, solely for the salce of habib'' 
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THE NATUBE OF YIBTCIb 

Trb theories on this sabject have been ntiiiifl» 

otis^ and contrary to one another. It is now 

proposed to mention some of the 

principal of them. We shall first TmIoim HiMiii^ 

mention the theory qf Mr. Hobbes 

and his followers, who deny that there is any 

natural distinction between virtue 

and vice, and maintain that by na- l uhu^ 

tore all actions are indifferent^ 

and that our ideas and feelings on the subject of 

morality are altogether the effect of education 

and association. Mr. Hobbes did indeed main- 

tain that^men are bound to obey the dvil gp^ 

emment under which ihey may happen to live, 

and to conform to the religion established by 
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law, however contrary to their own private 
judgment' All moral duty, according to this 

theory, was resolved into the au- 
£*w or the land, thorily of the law of the land. As 

no natural moral rule existed, it 
was held that, except so far as a man was re- 
strained by civil authority, he had a right to do 
what he pleased ; and while he confined himself 
within these bounds, he need feel no concern 
about the consequences of his conduct 

Perhi^ps the most extraordinary sya^cm of 
virtue ever promulgated was that of Mandeville^ 

who maintained that all preteor 
HaaOtnm^. sious to virtuc were mere hypo 

crisy, which men assumed fiom 
the love of praise. This writer forgot that hy^ 

pocrisy assumes it as true ihat that 
^j^^^^^ which is counterfeited is an o1:9eot 

of esteem and aj^robatum among 
men* That virtue cox^sistB in the mere pu2snit 

of pleasure, or of our own inteiv 
V^mrn, est, is a system as old as Epicanus 

and has had many abettozs xtpio 
this time. The arguments in fiivour of this ther 
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<nj Bie ezUbited in their most plausible dresB 
by Nettleton in his " Treatise on Virtue." 

But the whole plansibility of the argaments 
depends on the pre-established connexion be* 
tween happiness and a virtuons 
course of hfe. That true happiness ^« Hsppine* 

^*^ theory considered. 

IS the natural effect of virtue, falls 
enixrelj short of proof that the essence of virtue 
condsts in the tendency of certain actions to the 
person's true* interest; whereas, when we per- 
ceive an action to be virtuous, we are .conscious 
that it is not fix)ni any view of the connexion of 
the action with our own happiness that 'we 
approve it; but our judgment is immediate^ 
founded on a moral character perceived in the 
act itself. And in many cases virtue requires us 
to deny ourselves personal gratification for the 
sake of others. A maa supremdy governed by 
a regard to his own interest, is never esteemed n 
virtuous man by the impartial judgment of man* 
kind. According to this theory, the only thing 
censurable in the greatest crimes is, that the 
guilty person has mistaken the best method of 
pnnnoting his own happiness. Upon this pti&p 
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dple a man is at liberty to puisne bis awn inte^ 
est at the expense of the happiness of thou* 
sands, and if he is persuaded that anj action 
will tend to his own interest, he is at liberij 
to do it, whatever msj be the conaequenoes to 
others. 

Dr. Palej adopts the principle that all yirtoe 
consists in a regard to our own happiness, tak- 
ing into yiew the whole c^onr ex* 

Aiphdoicoii PbUij, 

istence. His definition is, how- 
ever, a very complicated one, and deserves to be 
analyzed. 

"Virtue," says he, "is the doing good to 
mankind, in obedience to the will of Qod, for 

the sake of everlasting happiness," 
•r^Z?*^*''* according to which definition the 

good of mankind is the object 
the will of God the role, and everlasting hap- 
piness the motive of human virtue. If the 
question be asked, why we should seek the good 
ot nuinkind, the answer is, 6om a r^pird to our 
everlasting happiness; and if the question be^ 
why we should make the will of God the rule 
of our conduct^ the answer must be the same; 
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•aihftt really all rirtae is zeaolved into a legaid 
to otir own happiness. 

Nov eveiy man dsBixes to promote his own 
happiness, and according to Dr. 
Pale j's theory, the only difference o«MW|o«t di^ 
between an eminently good man food«d«b«dBM^ 
and one of the opposite character 
is^ that th^ one pursues a wiser course than the 
other; but they are both actuated by the same 
motives. 

This theory loses sight of all intrinsic differ^ 
enoe between moral good and evil^ 
and admits the principle that hap- N«^i0eti ibMb* 
piness is the only conceivable woml 
good, and that any thing is virtu* 
ous the tendency of which is to promote our 
greatest happiness. 

A theory the opposite of that which makea 
a regard to private interest the ground of virtue^ 
is the one which makes all virtue 
to consist in a regard to the public CmAtOmL 
good. This is the theory of Bishop 
Oumberland in his work, De LegOms^ and is not 
WMntially different fix>m the scheme of those 
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irko make all virtiie to oonagl in dionterarted 
benevolenoe. Ko doubt^ much that deaenreB the 

name of virtue oonsisto in good 
]Mrint«Nrt0db»- ,^1^ ^ others, and in contaibu* 

ting to their wel&re; but it is not 
correct to confine all yirtuotis actions to the ex- 
ercise of benevolence. We can concrive of be- 
nevolence in a being who has no moral constitu- 
tbn. Something of this kind is observable in 
brute animals, and atheists may exerdse benev* 
olence to their fiiends* The indiscrinunate ex- 
ercise of benevolence to <^reataies, wil^ont any 
respect to their moral character, might appear to 
be an amiable attribute, but it could not |»Kh 

perly be called a moral attribute. 
B«prdfl» oiM*f ^ prudent regard to our own wel- 

&re and happiness is undoubtedly 
a virtue* It has been considered so by the wis- 
est of men, and we know that prudaice was <hi0 
of the four cardinal virtues of the heathen. As 
the whole is made up of parts, it is evident that 
if it is a virtue to promote the well-being <^ the 
whole, it must be so of each of the parts. llk» 
posBOit of our own happiness where it does sol 
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io^mge on ike rights of otbersi has nathing evil 
inity \m% is approved by every impartial xniiiiL 
Swie who maintain that all virtue consists in 
iM^evolence, admit ihat we may seek our own 
haiquness just as we seek that of our neighbour; 
bttt the human constitution is not 
£)i!tned to exercise that abstract ttn^nottote^ 
impartiality. WhUe we are bound ^****^ 
to promote the wel&re of our neighbour and of 
strangers^ our obligation is still stronger to en- 
deavour to secure our own happiness; and if a 
firiend and a stranger stand in equal need of a 
benefit which we have ijb in our power to bestoWi 
it is evidenHy our duty to consult first the wel- 
fiiee of our fiiend, other things being equaL 

What.Bidiop Butler has said on this subject 
in his ahoTt treatise on '^ YirtuCy" is worthy of 
OQnaidei»Aion : " It deserves to be 
considered whether men are more oa th« aisiatMMtoA 

sehema. 

at liberty, in point of morals, to 
make tiiemselves miserable without reason, than 
to make others so ; or dissolutely to neglect their 
oirn greater good for the sake of a present lessev 
gitttiflcation, than they are to neglect the good 
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of c&en wbcHn natnie Tubs committed to Ihxai 
cara It sliould seem that a due oonoern aboot 
oxur own interest or happiness, and a reasonable 
endeavonr to secnre and promote it, is, I think, 
very much the meaning of the word prudence m 
our language — ^it should seem that this is virtue^ 
and the contraiy behaviour faulty and blama- 
ble ; sinoe in the calmest way of reflection, we 
upprove of the first and condemn the other con« 
duct, both in ourselves and others. This appro- 
bation and disapprobation are altogether di£Eer- 
ent from mere desires of our own and their hap- 
piness, and from sorrow in missing it'' 

Again, " Without inquiring how &r and in 
what sense virtue is resolvable into benevolence^ 

and vice into the want of it, it 
tto^'^ir^ °^y ^ proper to observe that 

benevolence and the want of it^ 
singly considered, are in no sort the whole of 
virtue and vice. For if this were the case, in 
the review of one's own character, or that of 
others, our moral understanding and moral sense 
would be indifferent to every thing but the de- 
grees in which benevolence prevailed, and Ibe 
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dfigreeB in which it was wanting. That is, we 
shonld neither approve of benevolence to some 
peisons rather than others, nor disapprove injus* 
ice and falsehood, upon any other account, than 
merely as an overbalance of happiness was fore* 
seen likely to be produced by the firsts and 
miseiy by the second But now, on the con- 
trary, suppK>se two men competitors for any 
thing whatever, which would be of equal advan- 
tage to each of them, though nothing indeed 
would be more impertinent than for a stranger 
to busy himself to get one of them preferred to 
the other, yet such endeavour would be virtue, 
in behalf of a fiiend or benefactor, abstracted 
from all consideration of distant consequences ; 
as that examples of gratitude and friendship, 
would be of general good to the world. Again, 
suppose one man should by fraud or violence 
take fi*om another the fruit of his labour, with 
intent to give it to a third, who, he thought, 
would have as much pleasure from it as would 
balance the pleasure which the first possessor 
would have had in the enjoyment and his veza- 
^osn in the loss; suppose that no bad conae- 
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quenoes would follow, yet siich an action wouIjI 
surely be vicious. Nay further, wer<§ treachery, 
violence and injustice, no otherwise vicious than 
as foreseen likely to produce an overbalance of 
misery to society, then, if in any cas^ a man 
could procure to himself as great advantage by 
an act of injustice as the whole foreseen incon- 
venience likely to be brought upon others by it 
would amount to, such a piece of injustice would 
not be &ulty or vicious at alL" '^ The fact then 
appears to be, that we are constituted so as to 
condemn falsehood, unprovoked violence, and 
injustice, and to approve of benevolence to some 
rather than others, abstracted from all consideia* 
tion of which conduct is likely to produce an 
overbalance of happiness or misery." 

The danger of this theory is not by any 
means so great as that of the selfish scheme, be- 
cause it comprehends a large part 

D«fectiye defini- 
tions of ▼irtiM an of actious which are truly virtuoua 

dtngifitoiu. 

But aU definitions of virtue which 
are not so comprehensive as to embrace the 
whole of moral excellence, are injurious; not 
only by leaving out of the catalogue of virtoai 
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ioeb actions as properly belong to it^ bat by 
leaving men to form ^wrong conceptionB of what 
is right and wrong, by applying a general rule, 
which is not correct, to practical cases. Whei 
Jt is received as a Traxim that all virtue consists 
in seeking the happiness of the whole, and when 
a particular act seems to have that tendency, 
men are in danger of overlooking those moral 
distinctions by which our duty should be regu- 
lated. This effect has been observed in persons 
much given to theorize upon the general good 
as the end to be aimed at in all actions. 

President Edwards has a treatise ok Virtue, 
in which he enters very deeply into speculation 
on the principles of moral con- 
duct His definition of virtue has Ww«idi<«virtwk 
surprised all his admirers: it is, 
"the love of being as such." When, however, 
this strange definition comes to be explained| 
by himself and his followers, it amounts to the 
same as that which we have been considering, 
which makes all virtue to consist in disinterested 
benevolence. 

Dr. Samuel Hopkins, who was his pupil, and 
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weU tmdeiBtood his principles, gives tihis as his de- 
finition of virtue, and has it as a radical principle 
of his whole system. It will not 
therefore be necessary to make 
any distinct remarks on President Edwards'i 
theoxy. 
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m KATUBE OF VIKTUJU; CX>NTiNU£D. DIFFEESHT HT 
FOTHESESi 

Abistotle's idea of the nature of virtue was 
that it was a mean between two extremes.. Vir- 
tue, according to him, consisted in 
the moderate and just exercise of 
all the affections and passions ; and vice, in de- 
fect or excess. It would be easy to show that 
this definition or description is not complete. It 
is not sufficiently comprehensive, and includes 
many things not of a moral nature. But it is 
unnecessary to dwell on the subject, as the defi* 
nition is no longer used. 

I^. Samuel Clarke, who has a long estab- 
lished character as a profound 
thinker, attempted to give athe- 
0x7 of virtue, which should be free fiom ex* 
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ception. He makes virtue to consist in acting ao* 
cording to the fitness of things. Whatever is fit 
and suitable to be done, taking in all circum* 
stances, is right. But really, this' gives us nc 
conception of that peculiarity which renders an 
action virtuous, j c ts t:aie, aJI virtuous actions 
are fit to be done, and are actions suitable to the 
circumstances of the agent. But every fit action 
is not a virtuous action, and the fitness of many 
actions depends on their moral character. Their 
fitness, therefore, does not render them vir^ 
taous, but their being virtuous is the veiy thing 
which renders them fit 

WoUaston, in his " Eeligion of Nature Deli- 
neated," refines upon this system, and makes all 
virtue to consist in aconformilj 

WolliStOB. 

to truth. A virtuous action is one 
in accordance with the truth of things ; which 
when it comes to be explained, amounts to much 
the same as Dr. Clarke's "fitness of things.** 
Both of them include, no doubt, all virtuous ao* 
tions, as they are all fit, and all in accordance 
with truth ; but these definitions do not lead vm 
to a conception of that quality in actions which 
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ts moral Cerlainlj all virtuous actions must be 
in ^looordance with truth and reason, but this is 
no definition of the nature of virtue ; it is only a 
circuitous method of saying that some actions 
are virtuous because they have a fitness to pro* 
duce a good end. This theory supposes the 
idea of virtue ah*eady to exist; for if the end be 
not good, mere JUness cannot be of the nature of 
virtue. There are other things which have a 
fitness to produce certain ends, as well as virtue. 
It is not mere fitness which renders an actioii 
virtuous, but adaptedness to a good end. And 
unless by truth we understand the same as vir- 
tue, it does not appear that a mere conformity 
to truth gives any conception of a moral qua- 
lity, and there is as much reality in a vicious 
action as in one that is virtuous. On this sub- 
ject Dr. Thomas Brown well observes, " Reason, 
then, ds distinguishing the conformity or imcon- 
fonnity of actions with the fitness of things, or 
the moral truth or falsehood of actions, is not the 
principle jfrom which we derive our moral senti- 
ments. These very sentiments, on the contrary, 
are necessary, before we can feel that moral fit- 
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ness or moral tmth, according to which we «ro 
said to estimate actions as right or wrong. 
All actions, virtuous and vicious, have a tendency 
or fitness of one sort or other ; and eveiy action 
which the benevolent or malevolent perform, 
with a view to a certain end, may alike have a 
fitness for producing that end. There is not an 
action, then, which may not be in conformity 
with the fitness of things ; and if the feelings oi 
exclusive approbation and disapprobation, that 
constitute our moral emotions, be not presup- 
posed, in spite of the thousand fitnesses which 
reason may have shown ns, all actions must be 
morally indifferent They are not thus indiffer* 
ent because the ends to which reason shows cer- 
tain actions to be suitable, are ends which we 
have previously felt to be worthy of our moral 
choice ; and we are virtuous in conforming our 
actions to these ends, not because our actions 
have a physical relation to the end, as the wheels 
and pulleys of a machine have to the motion 
which is to result from them ; but because the 
desire of produciag this very end, has a relationi 
which has been previously felt^ to our moral 
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emotioiL The xnoial truth, in like manner, 
which reason is said to show us, consists in the 
Agreement of our actions with a certain frame of 
mind which nature has previously distinguished 
to us as virtuous, without which previous dis- 
tinction, the actions of the most ferocious tyrant^ 
and of the most generous and intrepid patriot, 
would be equally true, as alike indicative of the 
real nature of the oppressor of a nation, and of 
the assertor and guardian of its rights." T&e 
fitness and the truth, then, in every case, pre- 
suppose virtue as an object of moral sentiment 
The system of Dr. Adam Smith, 

Adam Smith. 

contained in his " T];ieory of Moral 
Sentiments," is very plausible, as stated by its 
ingenious author, and has captivated many 
minds, by leading them to believe that the origin 
of our moral feeluigs is to be found in the prm* 
dple of sympathy. According to this able 
writer, we do not feel the approbation or disap- 
probation, immediately on the contemplation of 
virtuous or vicious actions. It is necessary first 
to go through another process, by which we 
enter into the feelings of the agent^ and of those 
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to yrhom the actioiis are related, in their ^ 
quenoes, beneficial or injuriona. li^ on conai- 
dering all the ciicomstancea in whidi the agent 
was placed, we feel a complete sympathy with 
the feelings by which he was actoated, and with 
the gratitude or resentment of him who was the 
object of the action, we approve of the action as 
right; or disapprove it as wrong, if our sympar 
ihies are of the opposite kind. Our sense of the 
propriety of the action depends on our sympathy 
with the agent, and our sense of the merit <^the 
agent, on our sympathy with the object of the 
action. In sympathising with the gratitade of 
others, we regard the agent $& worthy of rewurd; 
in sympathizing with the resentment of othen, 
we regard him as worthy of punishment When 
we judge of our own conducft, the foregoing 
prooess is in some measure reversed; or raiher, 
by a process still more refined, we imagine 
others sympathizing with us, and sympaddase 
with their sympaUiy. We consider how our 
conduct would appeitf to an impartial spectator ; 
we approve of it if we fed that he would ap* 
prove; we disapprove it if we think that he 
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woold^disappTOTe. According to Dr. Smith, yre 
tare able to form a judgment as to our own con- 
duct, because w© have previously judged of the 
moral conduct of others; that is, have sympa- 
thized with the feelings of others. And but for 
the supposed pres^tice of some impartial specta- 
tor, as a mirror to represent us to ourselves, we 
should as little have known the beauty or de^ 
formity of our own moral character, as we 
should have known the beauty or ugliness of 
our own features withoitt some mirror to reflect 
them to our eye. 

That a principle so irregular and capricious 
as that of sympathy should be made the origin 
of all our moral distinctions and 
feelings, is indeed wonderful. One J^ hypotneito 
might be tempted to suq)ect that 
^e gifted author intend^ to select a subject 
meayeiy fixr the display of his ingenuity in fram- 
ing and defending a plausible hypothesis, and 
playing on the csredulity of his readers. 

The great error of this hypothesb is one which 
m fxmm:ion to most others on this subject: it 
takes for granted the existence of those mor&l 
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feelings wUcli are supposed to flow from synh 
pathy — jeskj their existence pre- 
fTntfloa])!*. vious to that very sympathy in 

which they are said to originate. 
When we suppose this previous moral feeling, it 
is easy to understand how we are led to approve 
of actions when we feel sympathy with the agent; 
but the most complete sympathy of feeling is not 
sufficient to account for the existence of moral 
approbation or disapprobation. When there is 
nothing more than a sympathy of feelings, with* 
out the previous moral sentiment, no such ^* 
ercise as that which Dr. Smith supposes could 
ever arise ; so that the process which he de- 
scribes as originating our moral sentiments, never 
could take place, unless there existed previously 
a moral feeling in the mind. In contemplating 
the beauties of nature or art, we may have a 
complete feeling of sympathy with 



wbftt another person, our feelings may 

b songht to be ex- 
plained, be in the most exact accordance 

and yet no moral approbation of 

lu8 sentiment of the beautiful be experienced. 

Bat if mere agreement in our emotions would 
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give rise to moral feeling, it ought to arise vir* 
idlj in this case, where the emotions may be 
strong and in perfect accordance. " Why is it," 
says Dr. Brown, '^that we regard emotions which 
do not harmonize with our own, not merely as 
unlike to ours, but as morally improper? It 
must surely be because we regard our emotions 
which differ from them as proper. And if we 
r^ard our own emotions as proper before we can 
judge the emotions which do not harmonize with 
them to be improper on that account, what in- 
fluence can the supposed sympathy and compar- 
ison have had in giving birth to that moral sen- 
timent which preceded the comparison? The 
sympathy, therefore, on which the feeling of 
propriety is said to depend, assumes the previous 
belief of that very propriety. Or, if there be no 
previous belief of the moral suitableness of our 
own emotions, there can be no reason from the 
mere dissonance of other emotions with ours to 
regard these dissonant emotions as morally iin* 
suitable in the circumstances in which they havo 



The theory of Dr* Smith not only indudef 
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the sjmpath J wbich we feel With tiie agent of 

on action, but also with the &el* 

^j^djvMU nA jjjgg ^^£ gratitude or resentment in 

the object of tht action, as it may 
affect others with benefit or injury. If we feel 
that in smular circumstances our emotions would 
sympathize with theins, we regard the agent in 
the same light in which they regard him as wor- 
thy of regard in one case, and of punishment in 
the other; that is, as having moral merit or de* 
merit It is evident that this is an inadequate 
and defective account of merit and demerit; for 
it confines these qualities to actions which relate 
to the wel&re of others ; but all impartial men 
judge that actions of a different kind may have 
merit or demerit K a man, from a sincere ie* 
sire of improvement in virtue, is led to deny 
himself habitually such gratification of his senses 
and appetites as would interfere with his pro- 
gress, and to submit to a course of discipline to 
oyercon^ evil habits, which is both difficult and 
painful, and yet perseveres in the midst of nu« 
merous temptations to relax, until he had oV 
tamed a complete victory over himsell; who 
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wptild 8AJ that there is nothing in all this to 
^Etli forth moral approbation ? But the actions 
have no respect to the happiness of others; 
there is no gratitude or resentment with which 
the observer can sympathize. 

That theory which considers conformity to 
the win of God to be virtue, is undoubtedly cor- 
rect; for that fileulty iu us which 
approves of virtuous actions was tiimvt or eon. 

ftnrmity to the will 

implanted by Him, and is an in- of go<l 
duction of his will. As soon as 
we get the idea of a God we cannot but feel that 
it is the duty of all creatures to be conformed to 
his will. But if the question be whether, in 
judging an action to be virtuous, it is neces- 
sary to consider distinctly of its conformity to 
the will of^God, we are of opinion that this con- 
ception is not necessary to enable us to perceive 
ihat certain actions are morally good and others 
morally eviL In order to this judgment nothing 
is required but a knowledge of the circumstances 
and motives of the action. Even the atheirt 
camiot av^nd tibe conviction that particidsr at^ 
tions are praiseworthy, and others deserviig 
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blame. But thongli belief in the existenoe ol 

God is Dot necessary to the exercise of the moral 

fjEUMiltj, yet this belief adds great 

Dietstet of eon- force to the dictates of conscience, 

•dence itrengtheii- 

•d by Thdflm. and enables us to account for the 
existence of a faculty by which 
we discern qualities so opposite in the actions of 
moral agents. Indeed^ to know that our con- 
duct should be conformed to the will of Ood, 
supposes the existence of a moral Scully, of 
which this is. one of the intuitive judgments. If 
we had no moral faculty, the obligation to be 
conformed to the will of God would not be felt. 
It is true, undoubtedly, that iti 
Bvt intnitiTw may be inferred from dear data^ 

moral peroeptioni 

teT« not this bun that ultimately all duty and all 
virtuous actions may \>e referred 
to the will of God as the standard by which they 
should be tried. Our original intuitive percep- 
tion of the moral character of certain actions 
does not, however, take in this idea, but is 
an immediate judgment of the mind upon ob- 
serving such actions. Morality is a quality seen 
in the actions themselves. 
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If ihe question be asked, why we should be 
epnformed to the will of God? the 
answer is, because it is right, — J^^^^^^ 
morally right We must then 
have a &culty of judging respecting moral obli- 
gation before we can know and feel that con- 
fonnity to the wui oi uou is right 
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YiBTiTS is a peculiar qualitj of certain actions 

of a moral agent, which quality is perceived by 

the moral feculty with which 

TIrtiML 

every man is endued; and the 
perception of which is accompanied by ati emo* 
tion which is distinct £rom all other emotions, 
and is called moral This quality being' of a 
nature perfectly simple, does not admit of being 
logically defined, any more than the colour of 
ihe grass, the taste of honey, the odour of arose^ 
or the melody of tune. 

As some actions are morally good, which are 

virtuous; so there are other ao 

tions which are morally evil, or 

vicious. The perception of these, also, is accom* 
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))aiui9d bj a feeling of a moral kind, but yeij 
different from that which accom- 
panies thlB vieir of virtuous ao- ^^Jl'^*""* 

ions. 

. Virtue, then, may be said to be that quality 
in oertain actions which is perceived by a ra- 
tional mind to be good ; and vice, or sin, is that 
which a well-constituted and well-informed mind 
sees to be eviL Whatever miay be the rule or 
standard of viAuous actions, the 
immediate judgment of the moral ^^^^^^^^^ 
&ouIty on contemplating the act is 
necessary. Without a moral faculty we never 
could have the least idea of a moral quality, good 
or bad; therefore all actions must be brought 
be&re this &cul1y, and its judgment is ultimata 
Wecan go no further. While the good or evil 
of some actions is self-evident^ much discrimina^ 
tion and reasoning are requisite to arrive at a 
dear view of the true moral character of others. 
But the end of these processes is to bring the 
true nature of the action in question fairly be- 
fine th« mind, when it is judged by the moral 
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fiiccdfj. Those actions, then, which a sound and 
well-informed mind judges to be morally good, 
are virtuons, and those whidi such a mind 
judges or feels to be evil, are sinfuL 

As has already been explained when treat- 
ing of conscience, the judgment of the mind re- 
specting moral qualities, is tiie 



JSh^J^"^ judgment of the understanding, 
and differs £rom other judgments 
only by the subject under conisideration. The 
mind must possess the faculty of nioral percep: 
tion, of which all the inferior animals are desti- 
tute. To see that an action is useful, and will 
produce happiness to him tliat performs it, or to 
others, is one thing; but to perceive that it is 
morally good, is quite a distinct idea; and vir- 
tue and mere utility should never be confounded. 
It may be thought that this account of virtue 
makes the moral faculty the only standard of 
moral exoelleuoe. In one sense, .this is time. It 
is impossible for us to judge any action to be 
virtuous, which does not approve itself when 
&irly contemplated by our moral sense. To 
suppose otherwise, would be to think that we 
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oad some other faculty hj wHch to judge of 
noral actions than the moral faculty. As no 
{udgxnent of colours can be formed 
but by the eye, nor of sounds but ubiT^***** '°**^ 
by the ear, nor of odours and tastes 
out by the senses of smelling and tasting ; so no 
judgment can be formed on moral subjects, but 
by the moral faculty. It may be asked, then, 
'whether the judgments of this faculty are in&l- 
lible, and if so, how it is that we have so many 
discrepant opinions, respecting the morality of 
actions. To which it may be answered, that 
-when the mind is in a sound state, and any 
moral action is presented to it, with all the cir- 
cumstances which belong to it, the judgment of 
this faculty is always correct and imiform in all 
men. As an eye in a sound state judges infal* 
liUy of colours, in which judgment all in pro 
cisely the same circumstances will agree in their 
peroeptipns; so it is inregard to moral qualities. 
If in looking at an object, one man has more 
light than another, or if one occupies a more &• 
Tourable point of observation, the object will ap* 
pear differently to the persons thus situated ; 
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bat this does not argue that their ejos are.dif* 
ferentlj constnictecL or that there is any othist 
feculty than the eye, by ^hich the object may 
be surveyed. So, in regard to moral qualitk^i 
when they are presented to different minds with 
{nrecisdiy the same evidence, the monil judgmaat 
will be the saine. The differences observable in 

the dictates of the consciences of 
m^^^J^' ^^^ ^ay be all traced tasomd 

cause which prevents the olgoet 
fix)m being perceived in its true light ; such as 
ignorance, error, or prejudica In regard to sia 
and duty, the ultimate appeal must be to con^ 
fiidence. We may bring considerations iji vi^ 
rious Mnds to bear oh the conscience, <^ to en* 
lighten the mind, so that the nxoral fapnli^ n^y 
be rightly guided; but still our ultimate ndd 
must be the judgments of our own mpxal 
ficulty. 

And here it may be remarked, that ooii!- 

science will recognise every new 

How roUitloiifl 00- 

Ttewsofnow relation into which a moral agent 



enters, and will dictate the obliga- 
lion to perform the duties obviously arising oirt 
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of sadi lelations. 0F| if such an ag^at sbotdd 
for a time be ignorant of its relations, and after* 
wards discover them, it would, upon such disco- 
very, feel an obligation not before experienced. 
Let tis then suppose the case of a child educated 
in a cave, who, while the intellectual powers 
were cultivated, and the faculties developed, had 
never been informed respecting the existence of 
ks parents and the relation it sustains to them. 
Of course, while in this state of ignorance, there 
would be no sense of obligation to them ; but so 
soon as the nature of this relation shoaid be 



dearly made known, the obligiation to the ob- 
vious duties arising out of this relation, would 
immediately be felt Let it be supposed, also, 
tibtat Ihis human being, until grown to maturity, 
^lad never heard of God, and of course possessed 
no idea of such a being. While in that state of 
ignorance, it could have no sense of the obliga- 
tfon to reverence, love and serve its Creator; 
but as soon as the mind should 
take in distinctly, the conception tuw^i*^!^^*/'^ 
of God as the Author of its being, 
Ad as possessed of every adorable attribute, the 
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duties arisiBg out of this newlj-disoove^sd rdi^ 
tion, would be felt to be obligatory. A just con- 
sideration of ibis relation would 
Tbewffloro94 lead to the conclusion that, in 

Men to be obUg»> 

tB»7. every thing, the will of such a Be- 

ing, standing in such a relation to 
the creature, should be obeyed. Thus the im- 
portant principle would be learned, that the will 
of God, so far as made known by reason or re* 
velation, should be the supreme rule of moral 
conduct Conscience, henceforth, woxild ad 
under the influence of this trutL And making 
tine will of God — so fisur as made known — ^the 
supreme and only rule of moral conduct, would 
not be found at all inconsistent with the obliga- 
tion to obey the dictates of conscience; for it 
would now become evident that God, being the 
author of our minds, had constituted them with 
this moral &culty, to admonish them of duty, 
to that the dictates of an enlightened conscience 
are the clear indications of the law or will of 
God. It is the law written on the hearts of aU 
men. 

Nothing can be considered as partakifig of 
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die natoie of virtue which does not meet with 
the approbation of the moral &cxjltj. This will 
bj some be thought a dangerous 
principle, merely from a misappre- ^^'^J^ 
tension of its nature. They al- ^"^ '"*^~^ 
lege that the will of God is the 
only perfect and immutable standard of moral 
rectitude. They allege, moreover, that to define 
virtue to be only such actions as the moral &o* 
ulty in man approves, is to make it a very un- 
oertain and fluctuating thing, depending on thb 
variable and discrepant moral feelings of men. 

This objection confounds two things which 
should be kept distinct, viz., the quali^ of an 
object and the light or medium 
through which it is viewed. The ^J^ ^ ** 
colour of an object can be per- 
ceived only by the eye; but in order to have 
Uie object &irly before the eye, there must be 
light reflected from it^ and that light on entering 
the pupil, must be reflected so as to be conveyed 
to a focus on the retina. But without an eye 
it would be useless to descant ever so long or so 
learnedly on the nature of coIouih^ or the laws 
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bf whidi liglit 18 leflected a&d refracted. ]» 
the case of sight, it is evident that all the per- 
ception which is experienced, must be by the 
eye. If the light is insnjffioient) it must be in* 
creased, and if any cause hinders it from hmig 
duly refracted, vision will not take place; but 
still, it is only by the eye that we can have any 
perception of colours. 

Perhaps an illustration, drawn from the 
&ci:^ty of taste, may be more appropriate* 
A beautiful landscape is presented; I am 
charmed with its beauty. This emotion or 

feeling of the beautiful dq)ends 
Aj»iotr«rtttte. on. the faculty of taste. If tin* 

weore absent^ I might see all tk^ 
objects as they stand, and perceive nothing of 
the beautifiiL - Beauty in the works of natoie 
or art can be perceived only by taste, and the 
emotion will depend on the perfection of the 
faculty, provided the object is presented in a 
favourable light A person of cultivated taste 
se^ beauties where a rude savage sees none; 
Thus also in regard to moral acts, or aoonneeted 
\ of moral actions, every idea and fediiig of. 
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ft moral kind must as necessarily be through the 
moral faculty as colours through the organ of 
vision. We have no other faculty which takes 
cognizance of moral qualities. The judgments 
and emotions which are produced by the con- 
templation of such actions, are always infallibly 
correct, when the mind is duly enlightened and 
the faculty itself in a sound and healthy state. 
There is no inconsistency between this opinion 
and that which considers the will of God as the 
real standard and ultimate rule of moral con* 
duct 

For, as has been shown, although conscience 
ean act within a narrow sphere without even the 
knowledge or belief of a God; yet ^ 

BO soon as this knowledge is ob- pe?d«t^!fSfdtei 
tained, and the mind recognises ^^^^^"^^ 
its relation to its Creator, a new 
field is opened for the operations of conscience. 
It is soon perceived that the clear dictates of 
conscience, in cases of self-evident truth, are 
nothing else than the indication of the law of 
Qod written on the heart of every man, as was 
befiire taught We can refer to the will of God 
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9B a role of moral oondact no other way than liy 
the exercise of the moral faculty, b j which it 10 
clearly perceived that our Creator and Preserver 
has a just claim on our obedience, and ought in 
all things to be obeyed. But if conscience did 
not thus dictate, all appeals to the will of God, 
to show what is morally rightj would be in vain. 
The certainty and immutability of our m<»al 
standard of rectitude will then be in proportion 
to the knowledge which the mind possesses of 
the existence of Grod and the creature's relation 
to Him. Instead, therefore, of maJdng our 
moral feelings mere instinctive emotions, as is 
done by flutcheson and Shaftesbury, we make 
them depend on the clear dictates of the under- 
standing ; for, as we have often explained, the 
judgments of conscience are no other than the 
understanding judging on moral subjects. 

If that^ and that alone is virtue, which is ap* 

proved by a mind duly enlightened, and in a 

sound state, then the attempt to 

BtiI of attompt- • , n • • 

ing vndno timpiifl. reduce all virtuous actions to some 



one kind — ^as to benevolence, for 
example — ^is not the way to arrive at the troAk. 
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For while benevolent actions generally meet 
srith the approbation of the moral faculty, we 
ean easily conceive of an exercise of benevolence 
which, instead of being approved, would be 
Tiewed as morally indifferent, or merely amia* 
ble — as a natural affection, or even as evil. We 
never ascribe morality to the kind feeling of 
brutes to one another* The natural affection of 
parents, called ^torge by the Greeks, is no nK>re 
of a moral nature than the same affection in in* 
fenof animals. The natural affection of our re- 
latives, our neighbours, and countrymen, is 
iuniable and useful, but not of a moral character. 
If a judge should feel a strong benevolence to* 
ward all criminals, so as to avoid inflicting on 
ikem the penalty of the wholesome laws of the 
QQuntry, we should judge it wicked. It might 
be said that a benevolence which counteracts a 
greater good, is not virtuous but sinful ; yet it is 
an exercise of benevolence, and serves, on the 
concession of those who make all virtue to con* 
mst in benevolence, to show that all benevolence 
b not virtue, which is the very thing to be 
proved. Again, there are acta of moral agentsy 
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wliieh haye nothing of the nature of ben«ro» 
lenoe, yet which the moral faculty judges to be 
morally good. For example, if a man £6r the 
Bake of moral improvement, denies himself some 
gratification which would in itself be pleacdng 
to nature, we judge such sdf-denial to be rii^ 
tuous. 

A thousand acts of prudence which have x» 
gaid to our own best interests, without inter- 
fering with the interest of otheni^ 
^^PratooeftVir- ^^^ always been reckoned vir- 
tuous. Indeed, among the ancient 
sages, prudence was one of the four cardinal 
.virtues. The attempt, therefore, to reduce all 
virtue to the simple exercise of benevolence^ 
must be unsuccessful. It is so evident that some 
actions which have our own welfare as their ot>* 
jeot, are virtuous, that rather than give up their 
theory that all virtue consists in benevolence^ 
ihey enlarge the meaning of the word, so as 
to make it include a due regard to our own wel* 
fare. But this is really to acknowledge that all 
virtue does not consist in benevolence, accord* 
mg to the usual meaning of that word. Any 
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term may be made to stand for the whole of 
Tirtuc, if you choose to impose an arbitrary 
meaning upon it Benevolent affections, how* 
ever, is a phrase which has as fixed and de^ 
finite a meaning as any in the language, and 
by all good writers is used for good will to 
others. Benevolent aflfections are, therefore, con- 
stantly distinguished from such as are selfish. 
I^ however, any one chooses, contrary to uni- 
versal usage, to employ the words in a sense so 
comprehensive as to include self-love, be it so. 
We will not dispute with such a one, about the 
meaning of the word, provided he agree that 
the judicious pursuit of our own improvement 
and happiness is virtuous. 

To determine how many different kinds of 
actions are virtuous, we must pass them in re- 
view before the moral faculty, and then classify 
them; being in the whole process 
governed by the light of true J^^""^"^ 
knowledge, and taking into view 
all the relations in which the human race, oi 
any portion of it, is placed. Something of this 
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kind we may attempt in the sequel of this work | 
in which we shall endeavonr to survey the 
moral duties incumbent on men, in theix yari« 
JOB relations. 
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CHAPTER Xim 

WHETHEB YIBTUE AND YICE BELONG ONLY TO ACnOBli 

It has repeatedly been brought into view that 
moral qualities are found only in actions of moral 
agents, and not in all actions, but 
only in those performed under cer- ^^^^ *^ "* 
tain circumstances. But when we 
consider those actions which are of a moral na- 
ture, we find that they are complex, consisting 
of an external and internal part. At once we 
can determine that a mere external or corporeal 
action' can possess no morality, except as con- 
nected with the internal or mental exercise 
which produced it; and of which it is the expo- 
nent But here again there are several acts of 
the mind clearly distinguishable from one an- 
odier, and it is of importance to determine in 
which of these the moral quality exists. On 
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this subject there is a diversity of opinion. It 
seems commonly to be taken for granted, that 
the act of volition is, so to speak, the responsible 
act, and this has led to the maxim almost uni- 
versally current, that " no action is of a moral 
nature which is not voluntary." 
j^ »,(. TO. Accordingly, writera of great emi-x 
nence have entertained the opin- 
ion, that to render our desires and affections 
moral, they must directly or indirectly proceed 
from volition. But here arises a serious diffi- 
culty. Our desires and affections 
jJfctoTouSl"^ *^® ^^* subject to our volitions. 
We may will with all our energy 
to love an object now odious, and our will pro- 
duces no manner of effect; except to showua 
our inability to change our . affections by the 
force of the will. On the contrary, wje find by 
constant experience that our volitions are influ- 
enced uniformly by our prevailing desires. No 
man ever put forth a volition which was not 
the effect of some desire, feeling, or inclination. 
Now, after the most attentive examination of 
our mindS| we find that certain affections which 
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are neither produced by volitions nor terminate 
in volitions, are, in the judgment 
of aJl reflecting men, of a moral ^^tS^, "^"^ 
nature. For example, envy at 
the prosperity of a neighbour is not the result 
of any volition, and it may be cherished inward- 
ly without leading to any volition, the will 
being controlled by other feelings which pre- 
vent action; yet all must admit it to be a mor- 
ally evil disposition. The truth then appears to 
be^ that our affections are properly the subject 
of moral qualities, good and evil. 
Volitions take their character en- h„^^J2i^"***" 
tirely from the internal affections 
or desires from which they proceed. The voli- 
tion, viewed abstractly, is always the same, 
when the external action is the same ; but the 
moral character of the acts, where the volitions 
are the same, may vary exceedingly. If^ I will 
to strike a man with a deadly weapon, the sim- 
ple volition which precedes and is the immedi* 
ate cause of the action, is the same whether I 
give the stroke in self-defence, in execution of 
tlie law, or through malice prepense. Indeed, 
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the Tolition of an insane person to strike a blow 
is exactly similar to the volition of a sane pe(r> 
son striking a similar blow. Hence it is evident 
that the proper seat of moral qualities is not i 
the will, considered as distinct from the afEeo- 
tions, but in the affections themselves, which 
give character to the volition as much as to the 

external action. These internal 
«r SflJT* '**'^ affections or desires are properly 

the springs of our actions, and oiir 
wills are the executive power by which they are 
carried into effect They are commonly called 

motives, and very properly, as 
UottTMi they move us to action; but I 

have avoided the use of that word, 
because it is ambiguous, and has occasioned 
much misconception on this subject Sy Tm>* 
tives, many imderstand reasons or external 
qualities in the objects of our desires; that 
which excites or moves our affections. Then 
when it is asserted that the will is governed by. 
the strongest motives, some understand the 
meaning to be the strongest reasons, or those 
qualities in an object best adapted to excite our 
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affections. In this sense the proposition is not 

tme. Minds are often in such a 

state that they are not governed whether goT^ 

erned by the strong- 

by that reason which in their own «rtwo«oM. . 
view is the strongest; that is, 
which in their better judgment seems wisest and 
best. And often our minds are not influenced 
or governed by those external objects or consid- 
erations which in the judgment of impartial 
reason are most weighty. But if by motives be 
understood the desires themselves, 
actually in exercise at the time, la wi»t mm 

'will follows the 

however produced, then it may be stroogeat motives 
truly said that the will is always 
determined by the strongest motives, that is, the 
strongest desires. But even this proposition 
needs qualification. The strongest single desire 
does not always govern the man, but the strong* 
est combination of desires, as may be thus ex- 
emplified. A man in^retuming fi:om a journey 
on a cold day has a strong desire to reach home 
without delay; but passing a house where he 
kQ0W3 he can enjoy a warm fire, and good re- 
freshment, and the company of a friend, though 
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his desire to leaclx home is stronger than bis de* 
sire to see his friend, stronger than his desire to 
enjoy the fire, or his desire for food or drink, 
yet all these combined prove sufficient to induce 
him to stop. 

It is often said that the intention, or end for 
which an action is performed, determines its 
moral characte^r; and as our de- 
from*ito tat^iT* sires always point to some object 
which is the end of the action^ 
this account of the matter coincides with the 
view already given. As if a man gives money 
to another, though we seethe action, and are 
sure that it was voluntary, yet that determines 
nothing respecting the moral character of the 
action. Before we can judge any thing correct- 
ly, we must know the intention with which the 
act was performed. If it was to pay a just debl^ 
we approve it as a moral act, but of small merit* 
If it was to supply the wants of a poor suflFering 
fiunily, unable to help themselves, we still ap- 
prove, but our approbation is much stronger; 
the act is more meritorious than the former. But 
if we are informed that the person on whom the 
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henefit was conferred was an enemy who had 
sought every opportunity to injure him who 
is now his benefactor, we esteem it the high- 
est degree of Christian virtue. But if it should 
appear that the money was given to a commoii 
drunkard, to enable him to procure intoxicating 
drink ; though the external act and volition are 
the sam6, instead of approving the action, we 
censure it as culpable. And finally, if it should 
appear that the intention was to hire an assassin 
to murder an innocent person, and that person a 
bene&ctor, our emotion rises to the highest de- 
gree, and we reprobate the action as evil in the 
extreme. In all these cases, the action and 
tibe volition producing it, are the same» The 
only diflference is in the end or intention with 
which it was done. The intention 
will serve to characterize actions ^•■"'«'**«<^ 
very well, but is not comprehen- 
sive enough to take in all the exercises of mina 
which possess a moral character. I &el habitu- 
ally a kind disposition to my fellow-creatuie% 
bit for much of my time I have not the oppor* 
tunity of perfoxming any particular acts of kind* 
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nesB All impartial persons will say that thii 
habitual feeling is of a virtuous character; but 
there is no intention in the case. It is merely a 
feeling which terminates in no volition or ao* 
tion. 

My neighbour, who has been a bad man, un- 
dergoes a real change of character, and from 
being profane and quarrelsome, 

Intsntloii not 

eompraii«nBiT« •- bccomes pious and peaceable. I 

noQgfa. 

rejoice in the change. This joy 
is a virtuous emotion, though it has no intention 
accompanying it This will serve to show that 
making the intention the sole characteristic of 
moralify, is correct in regard to actionS| but ia 
not comprehensive enough to take in the whde 
of morality. 

It may seem that in what has been said, we 
contravene the maxim, that all moral actions are 

voluntary, a maxim which has re* 
^**^** ceived the sanction of ages, and 
may be considered an intuitive principte: where* 
as it is now maintaiiied that there are exercises 
of tbind which do not inVolve any exercise of 
will; and that our volitions theihselvte have 
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BoihiBg of ft moral nature but what they derive 
fiom the motives from which they proceed. 

The maxim, rightly imderstood, is no doubt 
jiist^ and we should never afiEect the wisdom cf 
being wiser than the common 
sense of mankind, where we meet „,j^ "*"**" **" 
with truths in which all men of 
sober reflection have been agreed. It is safer to 
take them fo? granted, as believing that univer- 
sal consent in such matters ftirnishes the best 
evidence of truth. 

But the ezphmation is easy. The maxim 
i^pplies primarily to adion$j which must be volun* 
tftiy to have the character of mo- 
rality. If the action is not volun- JJ^**^***"*^ 
tary, it is not properly the action 
of the perjBon who seetos to perform it, for we 
eftn act in no otheJr way thaix by tiie will. 

But again, the word voluntary as employed 
in the maxim under consideration, includes more 
than volition ; it comprehends all 
the spontaneous exercises of the J^JJ^^*'*"™ 
mind; that is, all its affections 
and emotions. Formerly all these were in* 
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duded under the word wiUj and we still xuse 
language that requires this lati- 
littS rfFafc***^ tude in the construction of the 
term. Thus it would be con^o* 
nant to the best usage to say that man is perfect- 
y voluntary in loving his friend or hating his 
enemy ; but by this is not meant that these af- 
fections are the effect of volition, but only that 
they are the free spontaneous exercises of the 
mind. That all virtue consists in volition, is not 
true — as we have seen ; but that all virtuous ex- 
ercises are spontaneous, is undoubtedly correct 
Our moral character radically consists in our 
( feelings and desires. These being the sponta* 
neous actings of certain latent principles or diqx)- 
sitions, this hidden disposition is also judged to 
be morally evil, because it is productive of such 
fruit. And of good dispositions we judge io 
like manner. 
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AUTHOB OF OUB BEING CONSEDEBED IK BSLATIOH 
TO MOBAL 8CIBN0B. 

It has already been intimated, that the very ex* 
istence of conscience seems to indicate, that man 
has a Superior to whom he is ame- 
nable for his conduct. The feeU le^^*^^^ 
ing of moral obligation which ac- *^' ^^v^^^ 
companies every perception of 
light and wrong, seems to imply, that man is 
under law ; for what is moral obligation but a 
morallaw? And if we are nn^r a law there must 
be a lawgiver, a moral governor, who has incor- 
porated the elements of his law into our very 
constitution. This argument for the existence ol 
God, is solid, and independent of all other argu 
ments ; and it goes further than arguments de- 
rived from the evidences of design, which abound 
in the world around us ; for these prove no mora 
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than that the Author of our being is intelligent^ 
but this argument proves that he is a moral Be* 
ing, and exercises a moral government over us. 
The Atheist, when he feels, as he must, remorse 
for Fome great. crime, can scarcely help believ- 
ing, that there is a God who is displeased with 
his wicked conduct, and who will punish hini 
hereafter; for the keen anguish of remorse seems 
to point to a punishment which is future. Hence 
it is that when Atheists come into those circum- 
stances which have a tendency to awaken the 
, conscience, they for the time become believers 
in the existence of God. Thus in astorm at sea, 
even the most confirmed Atheist 

^AAdamprMtted- J^^g |;j^g^ found odhug UpOU God, 

for deliverance; and when death 
is suddenly presented to them, they often find, 
Aat their atheistical theories cannot withstand 
the power of an awakened conscience. Certain- 
ly the existence of an accusing conscience cannot 
in any way be BO well accounted for, as by the sup- 
. position that man is the creature of a Being who 
intended to form him in such a manner, that he 
thould have a control over his actions, and who 
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nnnd <^ every man. 

But omitting to press tUs argument further 
at present, let ns attend to some of the other 
evidences of the existence of a 
€k)d. No one can contend that AtlSS!*^**''*^ 
there is any thing absurd in 
the idea of an eternal, all-powerful, intelligent, 
Krst Oanse, from whom all things have re- 
ceived their being. No one can doubt that 
the supposition of the existence of such a Being 
seems to account for the phenomena of nature ; 
and it is equally certain, that they cannot be ra- 
tionally accounted for on any other hypothesis. 

To deny that in animals and vegetables there 
are evident marks of design, would be as unrea- 
sonable as to deny that any thing 
exists. Thus the eye was formed gn^^t**^**^ "" 
to see, the ear to hear, the mouth 
to masticate our food, the stomach to digest 
it, the various internal organs to separate the 
particles suited for nutrition from the mass, 
and'by a wonderful and inexplicable process to 
oonyert, or assimilate these particles into the 
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Tirioua forms and organs which oonfilitnte the 
human body. For any man to affirm that i& all 
iheoe oontrivanees and operations, there is no 
evidenoe of design, is certainly to oontradiet the 
intimate conviction of his own reason. It may 
on many accounts be expedient and highly pro* 
fitable, to accumulate ai^uments from design, as 
manifested in the rational, animal, vegetable^ and 

mineral world; but for mere ar* 
dMtoifiSident**' gnmcut and demonstration, these 

details are unnecessary. A meax 
cast away on a desolate shore, would be as 
certain that some rational beings had been 
there, if he found one watch, or one quad- 
rant, as if he should see a thousand of such like 
or other works of art, strewed al<mg the shore^ 
His mind is soon satisfied with the £3rce of this 
evidence, as observed in a few particulars, and 
the conviction of the truth, that these things are 
the effect of a designing cause, is as perfect as it 
can be, by the contemplation of ever so many in*^ 
stances. It may, I think be taken for granted, 
and even Atheists will admit, that we cannot 
Qo&ceive of any work% or contri^ranoes, wUeh 
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ivoold more dearly eyinee defflgn, than diose 
which are foimd in the homan^ and other animal 
bodies.' Though it is said that some ancimt 
Atheists attributed every thing to 
chance, yet it seems nnnecessary 
to take np much time in combating such a the- 
OTy. Atheists no longer resort to this very ab- 
surd notion. As then design manifest in any 
effect, leads necessarily to the conclusion, that 
intelligence exists in the cause; there is no 
escape from the conclusk>n, that the cause of 
the existence of animals and vegetables is 
a wise and powerful Being, but by one of 
the following suppositions. 1. That every 
tiung in which design is manifest, has existed 
from eternity; or, 2. That there are in the mate- 
rial universe, causes possessing power and intel* 
ligence to produce these effects, but no one great 
intelligent person ; or, 8. That there has existed 
from eternity a succession of these organized be^ 
ings, producing one another in a continued 
series; so that while the individuals in the 
series perish, the succession is eternal, 

. The first supposition i$ too extravagant^ wo 
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idioald think, to have any advocates. Indeed, 
as it relates to the bodies of animals and vegeta- 
bles, we have a certain demonstration, that their 

organization has a beginning. And 
indv^Sr*^'**^ if every thing was from eternity, 

every thing would be immutable 
and imperishable; but we see evciry kind of 
organized bodies tending quiddy to destruction. 
Our souls also had a beginning, for their gradual 
increase and development is a matter of daily- 
observation. We have no remembrance of an 
eternal exist^ice, nor any consciousness of inde* 
pendence, which must bi& an attendant of a» 
eternal being. We are con'i'dous that we can* 
not cease to. be, nor control our own destiny. 
Kothing is more certain in the mind of all think* 
ing men, than that we who now live are crea* 
lures of yesterday. But it is unnecessary to re- 
fute an error which perhaps no one is so unrea* 
•on^ble as to hold. 

Let us then consider that atheistical, or ra^ 
ther pantheistical scheme, which attributes all the 
appearances of design in the world to the world 
itself; that is, to certain causes existing in the 
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world which produce beings of various species^ 
not by creation out of nothing, 
which they hold to be impossible, fbMiBorevoiattiiB. 
but by an evolution or development 
of principles contained in the world itsel£ Ac- 
cording to this theory the world is God, and all 
things are parts of this one being. 

This theory would avoid the name of Athe- 
ism, which has ever been odious; but it re- 
tains the virus of the poison of 

DeoiM a penonal 

Atheism under another name. It God. 
admits a cause, or rather multitude 
•of causes, (^pable of producing these maiks of 
design ; but denies that this cause, considered as 
one or many, is a person. The question neces- 
sary to be determined is, what is necessary to 
constitute a person? Here we 
have intelligence in the cause, in rmMmmy, 

the highest conceivable degree. 
But the structure of the body of man is not mere 
intelligence ; there is an adaptation of means to 
an end. This supposes the exercise of choice or 
eelection, which is obviously an exercise of wilL 
Every instance of contrivance therefore evinces 
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Ihe exerdae of an intellect and will ; and that 
being in which these two properties are found, 
we are accustomed to denominate a person. 

It would be* difficult to find a better defini- 
tion of a person. But we need not dispute about 

the name; when there is manifest 
HfpmnM^ ctoM Qyi^enQQ Qf y^Q contrivance in 

the effect, there must be an intelli- 
gent cause to produce such an eSecL Where, 
we ask, is that cause ? Is it in the individual 
which exhibits these signs of design? That 
would be to make the same thing cause and 
^ect Is there then for each individual in> 
which wise contrivance appears a particular 
cause; or is nature or the world to be consid* 
ered one general cause, operating in a multitude • 
of ways? To suppose a particular cause for 
every one of these effects, would be to multiply 
deities beyond the wildest mythology of the 
heathen ; for these causes being intelligent be* 
ings, possessing a wisdom beyond our concep- 
tion, each is properly considered a separate deity. 
But even this supposition comes utterly short of 
fiimishing a satisfactory account of the pheno* 
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mena of the universe; for the admirable oontri* 
yances in the natural world consist very often 
in the adaptation of things which are entirely 
distinct, to each other, as of the light to the 
eye, the air to the ear and to the lungs, the food 
to tiie stomachs of the various species of ani- 
mals, &c. The same adaptation is equally obvi* 
ous in the vegetable world. That cause, there- 
fore, which produced the eye must have produced 
the light; and the cause of the curiously-con- 
trived apparatus of hearing must have formed 
the air ; and the author of the stomach must have 
adapted it to varioi^ kinds of food, &c. The 
hypothesis of an infinite number of separate, in- 
telligent (^uses, will not be maintained^ All 
these effects must be attributed to one cause, and 
that cause must be infinitely wise and powerfiil, 
to give existence to so many wonderful works. 

I^ then, there is one cause of all these differ- 
ent species of beings, which could not exist with* 
out wise contrivance, that cause 
must be powerful, inteUigent and J"^!^,"^ 
benevolent; but power, wisdom, 
%Dd intelligence can exist only in some beings 

10 
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sndthat being whicli possesses them must be a per 
son. The Pantheist will allege that these attri- 
butes belong to the universe itself, and therefore 
there is no need to suppose anj being to exist 
separate &om, and independent of the workL 
All these phenomena arising, are only the devel- 
opments of this one substance, in which the 
attributes before mentioned have their seat 

Before we receive such an opinion, let us in- 
quire what constitutes the universe, as £Eir as our 
knowledge can extend. We be- 
wpi^^n^**'' <5ome acquainted with the world 
without us by our senses. Trust- 
ing to the information of these inlets of knowl* 
edge, we find that the universe consists, as facr as ' 
known to the senses, of peculiar objects, conk- 
bined together in various ways. These material 
things, though subject to peculiar laws, appear 
entirely destitute of intelligence. In this, all 
men agree. The light, the air, the water, the 
rocks, the earth, the metals, &c., are not capable 
of thought. Indeed, every material thing with 
which we are acquainted consists of an infini:te 
number of parts, even A^hen of the same ldnd| 
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md no otherwise related to each other than that 
they are situated near to each other ; whether they 
are at all in contact, we do not know. If thought 
belonged to matter, each of these infinitesimal 
particles of matter would be a conscious being, 
and his consciousness be independent of every 
other particle. By what medium of conmiuni- 
cation could these particles of matter agree on 
forming an organized body? But the Panthe- 
ist does not believe that matter is endued with 
thought. His theory is, that in the world there 
exists not only external substance, but thought 
or intelligence in the same, substance. But as 
this intelligence must have a subject in which it 
resides, and of which it is a quality, and as it 
eannot be an attribute of brute matter, there must 
exist a substance distinct from matter, of which 
it is a property. Matter being divisible, iner^ 
and extended, cannot have intelligence as an at* 
tribute, which is active, indivisible, and unex* 
tended. Extension, and thought, therefore, can- 
not be properties of the same substance. If then 
the cause of the phenomena of nature which in* 
JUcate design is in the world itself the world 
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mvstf besides the gross matter which we see and 
feel, be possessed of a soul, or spiritual substance, 
in which this intelligence resides. This would 
bring us to the old Pagan theory of the Soul of 
the World, Under the material part, but under 
this only, there is a spiritual substance, a soul; 
just as in a man, we can see and feel the body, 
but we know that within this case, there exists a 
spiritual substance or soul. This theory, then, 
admits the existence of a great spirit, possessing 
the attributes necessary to account for all the ap- 
pearances of wisdom in the world. It differs 
from the common theistical doctrine only in this^ 
that it would confine this being to the world ; but 
for this, there could be assigned no valid reason. 
A being possessing such power over matter as to 
mould it into every organized form found in ani- 
mals, vegetables, and minerals, must have a com- 
plete control over matter, and be perfectly ac- 
quainted with all its most hidden properties and 
capabilities, and must be independent of matter, 
and must exist every where, to carry on the pro- 
cesses of nature. And as we do 4iot know the 
extent of the material universe, we can set no 
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Imiits to tlie preseiice of this spiiitaal| intelUgenI 
and omnipotent being. The object of Pantheism 
is to get clear of the idea of a personal God, who 
gives laws to creatures, and superintends and 
governs them according to their natures. But 
the hypothesis, if it could be established, does 
not answer the purpose for which it waa devised. 
Still, even according to the hypothesis, we must 
have a personal God, who knows all things and 
rules over all. 

The only other atheistical method of account- 
ing for the phenomena of the world, as indicat- 
bg the most consummate wisdom, 
as well as the most omnipotent ston. 
power, is the hjrpothesis, that the 
univez^ in its present form has existed ftom 
eternity, and that all the various species of ani- 
mals and vegetables now observed have always 
existed, and have communicated existence to 
one another in an endless series. And as an 
eternal series has no beginning, it can have no 
cause. There is therefore no need of supposing 
any first cause, from whom every thing has pro- 
ceeded As we must suppose some being to ex- 
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ist from et^nity, we may as well suppose thai 
the world wbich we see is that eternal being. 

This has always been the stronghold of athe 

ism, and therefore deserves a more special atten 

tion. The only reason, however, 

Fortraas of Atbe- 

kana. which gives an advantage to this 

theory is, that it carries us back into the imfiith- 
omable depths of eternity, where our minds are 
confounded by the incomprehensibility of the 
subject It is also to be regretted that some truly 
great men, in attempting to refute this theory, 
have adopted a mode of reasoning which is not 
satisfactory. This, we think, is true with respect 
to Bentley, who possessed a gigantic intellect; 
and, as might have been expected, many are his 
followers. Dr. Samuel Clarke has also puisaed 
a course in his reasoning on this pointy which, 
to say the least, is not entirely free from objec- 
tion. The same may be said of many othera^ 
and espedally of some who have attempted a 
mathematical demonstration of the &lsehood of 
an infinite series of living organized beings, in- 
cluding the celebrated Stapfer. 

It will be an object, therefore, to fltee the 
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sobjectas muclias possible from intricacy and 
obflcurity, and to present argu- 
ments wbich sball be level to any «t«Rua msiml 
common capacity accustomed to 
attend to a train of reasoning. We may certain 
ly assume it as an admitted principle, that every 
effect must have not only a cause, but an ade- 
quate cause. If wise contrivance and evident 
adaptation of means to an end be found in the 
effect, to ascribe it to an unintelligent cause, is 
as unsatis&ctoiy as to assign no cause. 

This then being assumed, we would take 
this position * as incontrovertible, that if de- 
sign manifest in one effect re- 

An adequate 

quires an intelligent cause, the oaoMstuiindiBpai. 

tables 

same necessity requires the same 
kind of a cause for any number of similar effects ; 
and the conclusion must be the same, whether 
the number is finite or infinite. This evident 
truth has been often and happily illustrated, by 
supposing a chain suspended before our eyes, 
but reaching beyond the sphere of our vision. 
The lowest link requires a support, and so does 
ibe second, and there is no less need of support 
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for creTj successive link as you ascend the chain ; 
and if you suppose as many links beyond your 
sight, as there are atoms in the universe, still the 
same necessity of a support is presumed to exist 
There must ultimately be a support for all these 
suspended links. But suppose some one to 
allege that the chain is of infinite length, and 
has no beginning, we immediately 

Ko relief from 

makinf series of ef- begin to experience some confii- 

fectB infinite. 

sion of ideas. We attempt to 
grasp infinity, and finding ourselves baffled in 
the attempt, we are apt to lose sight of the pro- 
per logical conclusion in this case. The neces- 
sity of a supporting power has no depe/idenoe 
on the number to be sustained. If one^ if one 
hundred, if one thousand require support, so 
does any number of links. The conclusion is 
not in the smaUest degree affected by tho number, 
except that the more links, the stronger must 
be the supporting power; but this has nothing to 
do with our present argument. The conclusion 
will be of the same kind, and will as necessarily 
follow, in the case of effects which have in them 
the marks of design. The number canXiOt a£fect 
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the concIusioiL If one such effect cannot exist 
without an intelligent contriyer, an infinite 
number of great effects cannot If multiplying 
one cipher, or asero, by any number in arith- 
metic, produces nothing, and the same is the rci 
suit of multiplying a thousand ciphers, the con- 
clusion is inevitable, that an infinite number of 
ciphers multiplied by any number cannot result 
in any positive quantity. Indeed, if all the indi- 
viduals in the supposed infinite series are of the 
same kind, all are e&cts, and it is absurd to 
conceive of an effect without a cause. Cause 
and effect are correlative and imply each other; 
and if an effect cannot exist without a cause, 
much less can an infinite number of effects exist 
without an adequate cause. 

My next argument wiU leave out of view 
altc^ether the idea of infinity, 
which is so apt to confound the ittfncaii™^^m 
mind. It is this. Eveiy effect 
must not only have a cause, but that cause must 
be in existence and operation; for it would be 
absurd to think of a cause operating wIisd it ro 

10» 
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longer liad an active ezidtence. Let ns then take 
that individual of a series of oiganized beings 
which came last into existence. Let it be an 
animal — ^a dog or horse. This individual we 
•know came recently into being ; when produced 
there must have been an adequate cause in ex- 
istence and in operation. What was that cause ? 
The hypothesis confines us to the preceding se- 
ries of animals of the same species, supposed to 
have come down in uninterrupted succession 
from eternity. But whether the series be long 
or short, finite or infinite, is of no consequence 
as it relates to bur present argument. What we 
are inquiring after is a cause in existence at the 
time this curiously organized saii animated be- 
ing came into existence. Now at that time, the 
individuals of the series had all ceased to exist^ 
except the immediate progenitors. Whatever 
cause existed, cannot therefore be looked for in 
them; and if the effect is such as manifestly to 
be b^ond any power and sHIl which they pos- 
sessed, the contriving and efficient cause cannot 
be iound in tne series. There must be a higher 
cause. 
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But lest some persons should hare a vaguo 
notion that some hidden power might be com- 
municated through the series, al- 
though not foimd in the progeni- ertbe^eanM^rasTbe 
tors of the animal under consider- 



ation, I will lay down a princi- 
ple which is admitted in mechanical powers, and 
is equally applicable to all causes. It is this.. 
In all cases where any power is communicated 
through a series of individuals, the whole power 
necessary to produce the effect, must not only 
be communicated to the first, but to every single 
thing in the series, until it reach the last, which 
is intended to be affected by the original power. 
Thus, suppose it to be required to communicate 
motion to a ball in a plane, by sending an im- 
pulse through a hundred l)alls, the principle 
known to aU mechanicians is, that the force ne- 
cessary to give the desired motion must be com- 
municated to the first, and from the first to the 
second, and so on, until it reaches the ball in- 
tended to be moved. And this principle is 
equally applicable to all causes which operate 
through a succession of particulars. If at. tl^ 
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commencement of a series, an intelligent cause 
operated, and then ceased, or stopped short of 
the last effect, no sign of intelligence could exist 
in this, which brings us back to the same obvious 
principle with which we commenced, viz,, that 
when any effect is produced, an adequate cause, 
must exist| and be in operation at the time of 
its production. The simple inquiry then, is, had 
the progenitors of this dog, or horse, when the 
animal came into existence a^d became ani- 
mated, the skill necessary to continue the ani- 
nud frame, with all its curiously contrived partSi 
and power and skill to give to this individual 
that constitution of instincts, appetites, and pas- 
sions suited to its condition in the world, which 
it possesses. I leave the atheist to answer this 
question? The same coxirse of reasoning will be 
equally forcible as applied to fruits and vegeta- 
bles. Every one of these organized beings fur- 
nishes an irrefragable argument for the being of 
a God; for in any one of these is evidence of 
the existence of a wisdom and power which cw- 
tainly do not exist in the several partici^an of 
which the series consistsi 
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The only modem attempt to invalidate the 
argument for the being of God founded on the 
appearance of design in the imi- 
verse, is that of Mr. Hume, which ^^^^^^ 
is substantiallj this, that this argu- 
ment supposes that we have seen similar works 
performed, from which, by analogy, we conclude 
that an intelligent cause is necessary to account 
for them ; as if we find a watch we believe it to 
have been made by an artist, because we have 
before observed such works made by skilftd 
men; but in relation to the world, it is a singu- 
lar work, entirely unique. We have never seen 
any world produced, and, therefore, the reason- 
ing which would hold in regard to the condu- 
sioh that the watch was made by an artist does 
not apply. 

More importance has been given to this ob- 
jection, especially by Dr. Chalmers, than it de* 
serves. The objection of Hume 
is a mere sophism, and can unset- i^^ 

tie no mind which understands 
ihe tutture of the argument in quedtion. A» 
cording to Mr. Hume's axgnment we oomld iiol 
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infer firom any work of art that it had an intelli- 
gent author, unless we had seen a work of the 
yery same kind by an artist Suppose a boy 
who has never been away from his father's farm, 
where he has seen nothing superior to ploughs, 
carts, and harrows, to be conducted to a seaport, 
and to see a steam>frigate. As he has never 
seen on the farm aay thing formed like this, 
according to Mr. Hume, he could not infer that 
this stupendous work was produced by an intel- 
ligent cause. To the boy it would be a singu- 
lar eflfect, the like of which he had never wit- 
nessed, and, therefore, he could infer nothing 
respecting it Now every child knows better 
than this. Any boy of common sense will con- 
clude in a moment that this steam engine must 
have been the work of a skilful artificer. 

In order to apply the argument from design, 
it is not at all necessary that we should have 

seen an artist engaged in produ- 
AjS«^«ft2."*** * cing its like. All that is necessary 

is, that there should immediately 
appear ah adaptation of means to produce a cer- 
tain end; and it matters not as to the argameat 
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whether we ever conceived of a similar work, or 
knew any thing of the artist, the certain appear- 
ance of design, or a skilful adaptation of means 
to an end is always sufficient to produce the cer 
tain conclusion that there has been a designing 
cause at work. The works of nature are not 
a singular effect, as far as the argument a poste« 
riori is concerned. The adaptation of means to 
an end in these is similar to the works of design 
among men. The difference between a telescope 
and the eye of an animal is not so great as be- 
tween a plough and a steam engine. If there 
was any difference between the inference from 
seeing a steam-frigate or a complicated spinning 
engine, which have never been seen before, and 
another plough or cart, it would be in favour of 
the contrivance not before witnessed. The ar- 
gument seems to be a fortiori in this case, An:J 
as the whole argument in regard to the works 
of man is founded simply on observing an adap- 
tation of means to accomplish an end, and not 
the adaptation to pnduce some particular end 
which we had before seen effected by similar 



yGoogk 



SS2 MORAL 8CIENGE. 

means ; and as the adaptation of means to an 
end is as evident in the works of natore as in 
the works of man, the argument h as condusive 
in one case as in the other. 
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CHAPTER nH 

THE PHENOMENA OF THE XTNIYSBSBL 

Let us now suppose that a Great Intelligent 
First Cause exists, and has existed ^^jcorfs^^ ^^ 
from eternity ; are not all the ap- "«™«*** 
pearances of the universe correspondent with the 
existence of such a being? 

Again we may demand of an Atheist what 
other evidences of the existence of God he would 
require. Let him suggest some- 
thing, which, in the form of e^d- ^^I'^^X 
dence, would be more satisfactory 
to him, and he will not find it easy to fix on 
any evidence which is stronger or more suitable 
than what we already possess. 

It may appear strange to some that we 
challenge the Atheist to demand any dearer or 
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stronger evidence of the existence of a Supreme 

Being than that which is already 

AjOMbtehaSflDs. before us. But let the attempt be 

ed to propoM taxj 

made to conceive of some evidence 



of this truth which would be more 
satis&ctorj, and better adapted to be a standing 
proof tc all nations, and we have mistaken the 
matter, if the result will not be that the existing 
evidence is as good as any which they could ask. 
It will be worth while to spend a little time 
in considering this pointy for if we cannot satisfy 
the Atheist of the truth of our position, the dis* 
cussion may be satis&ctory to others who have 
not been accustomed to view the subject in this 
light. 

It is true we do not see God^ and the reason 
is, he is a spirit; and a spirit^ from the very na* 

ture of the case, is invisible. We 
■01 wj^l''^^ cannot see the souls of our nearest 

Mends ; we know that they exists 
not by any direct perception of the intelligent 
substance, but by the actions which they perform 
through the instrumentality of the body. If 
God were not a spirit he could not be an active^ 
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intelligent, powerful, and perfect being; but be- 
ing a spirit he mnst be invisible. Nothing is 
visible but material substances, and these only 
by means of light reflected from them to tbd 
eye. 

It is not forgotten that most Atheists, being 
materialists, deny that there is any such sub- 
stance as spirit; but they do not 
and cannot deny that there is !■▼««• «si* 

CBoeB an belkT«d 

something within us which thinks ^ 
and feels and wills, and has power 
to originate bodily motion. Call the substance, 
of which thought is a property, by what name 
you please, still it is an invisible substance. 
Who can pretend to see a thought or iEi volition ? 
or who would say that he can see the mind, 
and describe its shape and give its magnitude 
and dimensions? Let it be supposed then that 
the cause of all intelligence has a nature leaem* 
bling this intelligent nature of which we are 
every moment conscious, but far more excellent, 
as it must be supposed that every excellence ex- 
ists in a higher degree in the cause than in the 
effect 
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Now supposing such an intelligent being to 

exist, call him spiritual or material, only let him 

be a being of thought, will, and 

baoiraijMiiid passion; and that he is necessari- 

• fpliitiulBelngbe '^ 

krtUTNTMto^ ly from his nature invisible to 
eyes of flesh; the question is, how 
could such a being make himself known to ra- 
tioiial minds such as ours. * As we cannot by 
any direct perception look into the mind of 
another, and as such a being cannot make him- 
self visible without assuming a gross body, we 
oan conceive of no way by which he can make 
himself known but by performing some act, or 
exhibiting to us some work which shall con- 
tain the impress of his character. For if he 
should assume a bodily shape, and thus noake 
himself visible, it would not be the intelligent 
substance which we perceived, but a body, which 
was no part of his essence. If an intelligent 
creature could be so situated in the universe as 
to have no opportunity of contemplating any 
work of Qod, such a creature could never arrive 
at the knowledge of his existence. But the sup* 
position is impossible; lor an intelligent creatum 
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could not exist vithont the consciousness of its 
own thoughts ; and in the mind itself, even if it 
were cut off from all perception of material 
things, there is sufficient proof of an efficient^ in* 
teUigent cause. The impress of the divine at- 
tributes is as clearly printed on the soul as 
on any of the works of Ck>d to which man has 
access. 

As the First Cause, if there is one, must be 
from his nature invisible, the only way by which 
he can be conceived to make _ _ 

Th« First OftOM 

known his existence, is by setting ^<>^ ^r w» 
before us some work, in which his 
wisdom, power, and goodness may be manifested; 
and by the contemplation of which a rational 
mind may infer, that a being does exist, to wh(»a 
these properties belong. If then in tilie various 
objects in the world, there is as much evidence 
of these attributes as we can conceive, and in 
fact far exceeding our most enlarged conceptions^ 
we have the best proof of the existence of a 
Great First Cause, which we couldhave. The 
simple question then is, could there be exhibited 
stronger evidences of wisdom than we have in 
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die Btroctoie of tlie body of man, and in the 
constitution of his mind? Could the various 
species of animals in the earth, air, and sea, be 
formed with more consummate wisdom than 
the J are, in relation to the climate in which they 
live, and the provision made internally and. ex 
temally for their subsistence, and the propaga 
tion of their kind. Examine also the vegetable 
world. Call in the aid of glasses to inspect the 
concealed structure of the vessels ; contemplate 
the leaf, the flower, and the mature fruity and 
say whether you can conceive of contrivances 
more exquisite. If any man thinks that animal 
and vegetable bodies could have been construct* 
ed with more wisdom, let him point out in. what 
respects these works of nature are deficient in 
wisdom. But even if it were possible to con- 
ceive of more perfect works, this could not in 
the least invalidate the argument from them, for 
he existence of an intelligent cause. K the 
question were of the deg^ree of perfection in the 
wisdom exhibited, then the skill manifested in 
each work would be a proper subject ' for con- 
sideration. An imperfect time-piece proves the 
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ezistenoe of an artist as fully as one that is per- 
fect. 

Bat there is here no need of this remark, foi 
the Atheist may be defied to oonceiye of any 
improvement in any of the works 

This ZDinifeBta 

of God, in regard to the adapta- ution needs bo • 



tton of {he means used to the end 
to be accomplished ; and these evidences of tilie 
wisdom of God are scattered profusely over the 
whole universe. We cannot turn our eyes to 
the heaven or the earth, to objects of great mag- 
nitude, or so small that they can be seen only by 
the microscope, but the same admirable perfec- 
tion of contri^cance is manifest in them all. The 
internal structure of the gnat is as wonderful as 
that of the elephant ; and in the manifestation of 
wisdom in the creation there is a wonderful va- 
riety. No two species are exactly alike; and 
the difference is exactly such as it should be 
to accomplish the special end in view. The 
more intricate our examination of the contri- 
vance and evident design in the organization of 
animal and vegetable bodies, the stronger will 
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be our oonviciioii, and the greater our adnod* 
ration. 

The only question then is, coold the evi- 
dences of intelligence in the cause, if thus innu* 
merable, be exhibited in a dearer 
^ and stronger light than they are; 



if not, then Ood oould not msike 
known his existence as an intelligent being more 
clearly than he has done. The number of in* 
stances in which design appears, is fitr greater 
than can be examined, and the degree of wis- 
dom in the varicms contrivances in organized 
bodies, transcends our conception ; how, there- 
fore, could we have by new works, greater evi- 
dence of an intelligent cause, than we already 



But there seems in most minds a lurking 

suspicion, that the existing evidence is not as 

convincing as it might have been. 

The evidenee ./• i . 

BC6d not be M great Eveu if this Were SO, WO havo 

■• poeeible. 

no right to complain, when it 
cannot be denied that we have very strong 
evidence. God is not obliged to give to his 
creatures the strongest possible evidence of his 
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own existence. He may choose to leave scope 
for human industry, and also make the recep- 
tion of the truth a part of our moral proba- 
tion ; and the pleasure of discovering truth after 
laborious research, a part of the reward of vir- 
tue. No doubt this is the fact in regard to some 
truths of no^mall importance. The honest 
inquirer discovers them, whQe the proud and 
prejudiced mind, though more acute, misses 
them, and embraces in their stead dangerous 
error. In maintaining, therefore, that the evi- 
dence for the being of God is as convincing as it 
could be to an impartial, rational mind, it is not 
because such ckamess is considered essential; 
but simply because the fact appears to be as 
stated. 

But since many may still sup- 
pose that they can imagine much pma^pr^^H^ 
stronger proof than any which ex- 
ists, let us consider what can be alleged in favour 
of this opinion. 

Could not God speak to us in 9, voic^ of 
thunder, and thus make himself known ? Tin 
doubtedly he could; and such a voice Would 
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doubtless greatly terrify us; but would it be « 
stroiiiger proof of his wisdom and 
toth«Mr. power than the works of natttre. 



which we behold ? If this tremen* 
dous sound were heard very often, it would at 
length become familiar, and would cease to pro- 
duce the same impression as at first If heard 
but seldom, it would leave a suspicion that it 
might have been no more than a disordered 
imagination. But how could we be sure that 
the voice proceeded from a being who would 
not deceive? The mere hearing the noise 
could give us no certain evidence 6f the charac- 
ter and veracity of the speaker ? 

But perhaps it may be thought that a glo- 
rious visible appearance would place the matter 

beyond all possibility of doubt 

A rWbte glory r«i ... i? j« 

BoiooiiTiiidiifr The m^estic appearance of a di 
vine person, would, it may be ai 
kged, satisfy every one. The same objectionb 
may be made to this species of evidence, as to 
the former; how could we know that this vi- 
idble appearance was that of the Great First 
Cause? Unnatural appearances prove nothing 
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JMpecting the character of the person who 
assumes them; if such apparitions were only 
occasionally exhibited, we should be prone to 
doubt of their reality; and if frequent, we 
should become too much accustomed to them 
to receive any impression. But whatever im- 
pression such appearances might make, consid- 
ered as evidence of an all-perfect Deity, they 
would not be comparable to that which we have 
ia the works of nature. 

But if the Supreme Being exists, why could 
he not make himself known by working stupen* 
dous miracles ? Of course, if mi- 
racles might be demanded by one, 
all have the same need ; and the same claims 
and miracles would become so common, that it 
would be difficult to distinguish them from na- 
tural events. And again, miracles require no 
more power to produce them than is required to 
produce common events. In many oases they 
would require no more than a cessation of the 
power by which natural events are produced. 
The standing still of the sun, or the stopping of 
ihe rotation of the earth, would be nottiing else 
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than removing the impxilse by whioh liiey 
originally put in motion. 

In a miracle, we only see the effect of divine 
power. We may infer &om this, that there is a 

Being who can change the laws of 
pewer nature; and a miracle taken by 

itself can prove nothing mar^ 
But in the works of nature, we have innomera* 
ble proofs of the wisdom and beneficence of tha 
Author of the Universe. And the numberi v»r 
riety, and wisdom of these works are evident to 
every person of common sense. The proofi of 
a great intelligent cause are spread out^ over tbe 
heavens and the earth, the sea, and the air. We 
are little affected by these objects, because they 
have ever been before our eyes since our earliert 
in&ncy. But as evidences of a Divine exist* 
ence their force is not diminished by the uid^ 
formity of the laws of nature, by which they ar^ 
continually produced, but greatly increaa^d^ 
The different Bpecies of animals and vegetables 
have successively been reproduced, according 
to laws that never vary ; and this shows that the 
plan of the Almighty is perfect, and that He 
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msn aeoompliflh aU his pleasure, and lias giveii 
uniform laws to every kind of being which his 
wisdom and power have produced. 

It is not denied that miraculous displays are 
« decisive proof of a Great First Cause, who is 
jpOssessed of omnipotence; but 
what we maintain is, that the evi- ^t'^^^'^J^^ 
dence of omnipotence is not greater 
^n in the natural effects which are constantly 
|m)duced before our eyes. And as to the cha- 
taoter and attributes of God, they are far more 
dearly exhibited in the various productions of 
nature, than they would be by a miraculous 
interposition. If another sun were placed in the 
heavens, which is as great a miracle as we 
ean imagine, it would be a proof of mighty 
power, but not a stronger proof than the ex- 
ietenoe of the natural sun ; and as to the wisdom 
ttfid goodness of the Deity, l^ere would be no 
oomparison, for in the former case, nothing but 
the existence of Omnipotence could be inferred 
iBpom the miracle, for there would be no appear- 
ance of wisdom in such a miracle. But in the 
•sistenoe of the natural sun, which gives lights 
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heat, motion, and life to all earthly living thingi^ 
the wisdom and goodness of the Creator are most 
illustriously displayed. Who can enumerate 
the benefits which are derived irom the influ 
ence of the sun ? and the same sun, which comr 
municates so . many blessings to our world, 
dispenses blessings in the same way to other 
planets. 

If we saw the dead raised in a thousand in- 
stances, it would be a decisive evidence of the 

existence of a Being of almighty 
goment powcr ; but the evidence is fully 

as strong from the formation and 
vivification of innumerable animal bodies of 
many species. And no miracle can be conceived, 
which would furnish stronger evidence of the 
Divine existence, than the works of creation 
which are ever before our eyes and our minds. 
I think, after what has been said, that we caimot 
wish for more convincing evidence of the exist* 
ence of a Supreme Being, than we already pos* 
sess in the works of nature spread out before us; 
and even if we were shut up in a dark dungeoUi 
V6 have this convincing evidence in our own 



yGoogk 



FHENOXXSTA OF TJNIYEBSE. 247 

persons, in the constitution of both our souls 
and bodies. 

The only thing which can be alleged further 
is, that this might have been made a self-evidcDl 
truth as much as our own exist- 
ence, or the existence of the world .eif^m^*^ ^ 
without us; and many formerly 
entertained that opinion that the idea of God 
is innate, and that a speculative Atheist is a 
thing impossible. Some very learned and re- 
spectable philosophers and theologians have ex- 
pressly inculcated this opinion in their writings. 
Now, although we do not believe there are any 
innate ideas, and although the existence of God 
can scarcely be said to be self-evident, yet in the 
proof of it, there is but a single step of reason- 
ing. It is a self-evident truth that every effect 
must have an adequate cause ; and when there 
is evident design in the effect, the cause must be 
intelligent. The conclusion is so easily drawn 
firom an intuitive truth, that it is not wonderful 
that it should be classed among self-evident 
truths. We can scarcely conceive of the state 
of that mind which after seriously contemplating 
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Uxe wonderfol evidences of design in the knmaa 
firame, can doubt the existence of an intelligeut 
First Cause, and an intelligent cause producing 
effects by a wise adaptation of means to a defi- 
nite end, and the harmonious operation of thou* 
sands of parts in the vital functions iBiist, ao» 
cording to every proper definition of the term, 
be a person. 

All the arguments by which the being of 
God is proved, involve the proof of some of hia 

attributes. K the marks of design 
▲ttribatesoffGod. in creatures prove the existence 

of a Creator, it is by showing that 
he must be possessed of wisdom to cause ao 
many wonderful contrivances as we behold in 
the world. As the operation of any cause is tfae^ 
exertion of power, so the creation of the world 
is the action of omnipotence. A greater power 
than that which brings something out of nothing 
cannot be conceived: this indeed we cannot 
comprehend, and, therefore, some who admit 
that the world is the work of God, as far as re* 
lates to the organization and moulding of mat^ 
tar, yet cannot be persuaded that onmipotencft 
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itself can give existence where there was none 
before. Bat if God did not create the mattei 
that is in the world, whence came it ? There 
are bnt two suppositions; -one is, thai mattei 
existed fix>m eternity, and is, therefore, self-ex 
Istent and independent ; the other, that it is an 
emanation of the divine essence. The first is 
inadmissible; it supposes two eternal beings 
independent of each other^ and the latter leads 
to pantheism, or that all things are a part of 
Gted ; as whatever emanates Bx)m him must be 
a part of his essence, for this is immutably the 
same. Though wisdom and power are the attri- 
btdes which are first observed, they are not the 
only attributes of which we miay learn sbme- 
tiiing by studying the works of nature. For 
when we attentively consider the nature of the 
e&d| to accomplish which the innumerable con 
trivances are adapted, we cannot but observe 
&kt this end is beneficent All the parts of ani- 
mals are connected with the vitality, enjoyment, 
and preservation, of the animal or species. The 
gdodness of God is therefore as manifest in the 
oreation) as his wisdom. There is not a part ia 
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any animal body wbicli can be ahown to be 
without its use. Eveij species is fitted by the 
bodily stractoie, and by the instincts and pas- 
sions with which ilr is endued, to enjoy in th 
most perfect degree that kind of life to which 
it is destined. Even the minutest animal- 
cube have bodies organized with as exquisite 
skill as those o{ the larger species. No living 
creature exists for which food is not provided, 
suited to the appetite and nourishment of the 
species, and which it has the means of pro- 
curing. So every species is endowed with the 
instinctive ability to provide for itself and its 
progeny suitable places of residence ; and there 
are insects which, though they undergo a re* 
markable metamorphosis and change of appe- 
tites, are still able by their instinct to find the 
nourishment which is agreeable and necessary. 
And what is still more wonderful and indica- 
tive of &r-seeing wisdom in the Creator is the 
fact, that these insects which were once in the 
chrysalis state, and afterwards assume the form, 
and instincts of butterflies, are led by an invaii* 
able propensity to deposit their eggs on plants 
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necessary for the young grubs, but on which 
they themselves never feed. Were it not for 
this wise provision for the young, they would all 
perish, i Between the animal and vegetable 
world there is a beautiful harmony; the latter 
to a large extent supplies food for the former. It 
may be thought that the constitution of things 
by which 6ne animal preys upon another, is an 
argument against the goodness of God; but 
these animals are only intended for a transitory 
existence, and as they all must die, and are 
tormented with no apprehensions in regard to 
the future, and the pain indeed is momentary, if 
titey enjoy much more pleasure than pain dur- 
ing their existence, there seems to be no solid 
objection against this law of nature. 

It has often been alleged as an atheistical 
objection against the goodness, and by conse- 
quence, against the existence of 
God, that pain or misery has a J^^^^ 
place among his works. This per- 
haps is tilie most plausible of all objections which 
infidels have ever produced ; and yet it has no 
certain principles on which to rest With a 
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gystem sach as tlie present, where there is a gnir 
dation of sensitive beings, it is impossible for xm 
to conceive how all pain could be excluded As 
far as we can see, the susceptibility of pleasure 
carries wilh it a liableness to some degree of 
pain. What if the pain which animals endure 
arise out of the principle of self-preservation, and 
from the appetites, in the gratification of which 
consists their enjoyment? Without desire and 
appetite there could be no animal enjoyment^ 
and when the safety of the animal requires it^ it 
is wisely ordered that by uneasiness or pain it 
should be stimulated to seek its necessary food^ 
or flee from danger. 

And as to man, while in the present world 
we cannot conceive how he could have any en- 
joyment, unless he was also sub- 
himSTnl^**' *^* j®^* ^ s^^^ feelings of uneasiness 
as rendered him capable of relish* 
ing his enjoyments. This remark relates to 
pains which cannot be avoided, such as the pain 
of hunger and thirst, and the pain arising from 
contact with some injurious body. The sor&ce. 
of man's body is the chief seat of pain, becaiisa 
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43«ager eonuooBly approachee liim fixnn Triihoat 
It does not appear, therefore, possible tuat sucb 
a system of creatures as exist in the world could 
be constituted so as to be exempt from all un 
easy feelings. To make (Creatures whose consti* 
tution would exempt them from all liableneas to 
pain, would, as far as we can see, exempt them 
from all susceptibility to pleasure. And as to 
l3K)6e evils which men bring upon themselyei 
by imptudence, intemperance, injustice, or by 
disobeying the voice of conscience within them, 
they must be attributed to themselves and not tc 
the constitution of the world. And as God is not 
obliged to make every creature as great and as 
happy as it could be made, it may seem to ex- 
hibit his wisdom and power to produce beings 
in whose existence there is a mixture of natural 
good and evil. 

It appears clear, then, that the Author of this 
universe is powerful, wise, and beneficent; but 
how does it appear that he is pos- 
sessed of a moral character? that or^^KST 
he loves moral excellence, and dis- 
approves of moral evil ? This appears evidently 
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fix>m the moral constitution of man. The law 
interwoven in his constitution proyes that his 
Maker approves of moral excellence. Again, it 
would be absurd to suppose that the creature 
could possess an excellence, and one superior to 
all natural endowments, of which there was no 
prototype in the Great First Cause. We may lay 
it down as a maxim, that whatever perfection 
we can conceive of must exist in the most per- 
fect degree in the Creator, for all our ideas of 
perfection are derived fix>m the contemplation 
of creation ; and whatever excellence there is 
in the creation must exist in the Creator. 

Besides, by the laws of nature, virtuous con- 
duct is generally productive of 
^J^^JJ^^^"*^ pleasure and peace of mind; and 
immoral conduct is generally a 
source of misery. These laws of nature are the 
laws of God, and manifest his approbation of 
virtue and disapprobation of vice. 
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DDTIES^F MAN TO THE CBEATOS AS THUS HAHIVBBTKII 

Having given, in a summary, the proofe of the 

existence and character of G-od, so far as reason 

can guide us in the inquiry, we 

Foundation of i . • :i 

iKw. are now prepared to consider 

the relation in which man standB 
to God, and the obligations which arise out 
of this relation. As man himself, in the wise 
and wonderful constitution of his mind and 
body, has been supplied with the most striking 
and convincing evidences of a powerful, wise, 
and beneficent Author of the universe ; we are 
led at once to see, that God, as being the Creator 
of man, and the Giver of all his remarkable en- 
dowments, has a perfect right to claim his obe- 
dience, to the utmost extent of his powers. And 
on taking an impartial survey of the origin of 
his being, of the goodness of the Creator in his 
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various beneficent endowments, and of his con 
tinaal dependence, not only for the continuance 
of his being, faculties, and susceptibilities, but 
also for all those gifts of divine Providence ne- 
cessary to his health and comfort, man cannot 
but feel that he is under the strongest^ moral 
obligation to obey, honour, and glorifjr his 
Maker, with his best affections and most stre- 
nuous exertions. This is the foundation of 
what is called the law; that moral law which is, 
as it were, written on the heart of every man; 
for what man is there, who has come to the ex- 
ercise of reason, who does not perceive a clear 
distinction between right and wrong? And 
where 6an be found a hmnim being, who, upoa 
having his relation to God as his Creator set be* 
fi>re him, does not feel in his conscience, that he 
is under a moral obligation to be subservient to 
hiswill? 

The general obligation on all moral agents, 

a«nena obUga- ^ scrvc their Creator, is evident 

**"• enough. It will require somo 

time, and careful consideration ^of this relation 

in which man stands to his Maker, to ascertiott^ 
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men. 

This we shall now attempt, so P«rtteoi»<iut«»- 
&r as reason can guide us in this 
matter. 

Here it may be proper to remark, that the 
essence of all obedience is internal ; that is, con* 
sists in the dispomtions, affections, 

O1>6di0iiO6 intemsL 

wad purposes of the heart Out- * 
ward actions partake of a moral nature, only so 
&r as they proceed frdm these internal affections. 
Human laws must be satisfied with extemd obe^ 
dience, because human lawgivers cannot search 
tl^ hearty nor scrutinize the motiTes of those who 
owe obedience. But even earthl/ judges, in ad* 
ministering justice, endeavour as far as human 
judgment can go, to discover from what internal 
motives any action under examination was per« 
formed ; and their decision of acquittal or con* 
demnatdon is grounded on the opinion which 
they &nn of the intention and motives of the 
person under arraignment Much more then 
does the moral Governor of the World require 
q£ hi» creatures the obedience of the heart; for 
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He poflseflses a perfect knowledge of what is in 
the heart of every one ; and a most perfect esti- 
mate of the nature of moral good and evil as 
those qualities exist in the human heart It 
seems evident, therefore, that the laws of na- 
ture demand the highest degree of excellence of 
which the mind of man is capable. And as Qod 
possesses every moral attribute in the highest 
perfection, it is reasonable to infer, that man, as 
he came from the hands of his Creator, was en- 
dued with the seeds and principles of every 
moral virtue. And if the nature of man is not 
now found adorned with these moral excellen- 
cies, he must in the exercise of his free will have 
departed fironf his primeval state. Our present 
inquiry, however, is not whether man has Mien 
fiom his original integrity, but what are the du- 
ties arising out of man's relation to Qod as his 
Creator, Bene&ctor, and Preserver. Although 
. ..^ « *1^« obligation to obedience arises 
primarily from the relations just 
mentioned, yet it is necessary to take into view 
the supreme excellence and majesty of the cha- 
motor of God; for if pious and devout sentiments 



yGoogk 



DUTT TO CBKATOB. 259 

towards God be required, it is because there is 
in the character of God as exhibited in his works, 
something to call forth such affections, from ra- 
tional and rightly disposed minds. If God were 
not supremely excellent, it would not be reason- 
able to demand supreme loye Scam his creatures, 
and so of other things. But as we know that 
God is possessed of every excellence in an infi- 
nite degree, there exists an object for every 
affection and sentiment toward him, of which the 
human mind is capable. From what has been 
said it is evident, that in order to perform any 
other duties to the Creator, some knowledge 
of his true character is requisite. Without know- 
ledge the rational mind cannot exercise right 
affections. 

Supposing then a rational mind, such as it is 
reasonable to think man possessed, when he pro- 
ceeded from the hands of his 

AdonttoB 

Maker, and possessing that know- 
ledge of his attributes which may be learned 
from his works, what would be the first thoughts 
aiid feelings of the newly created soul? In our 
juc^ment, the first feeling would be an emotion 
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of profoimd yeQeration, or peiiiaps the ironl 
adoToJtion would more sironglj indicate the 8tat0 
of the mind, absorbed in the contemf^ation of a 
B^g so august^ so powerful, and so immensa 
This feeling, then, is one which ought to exist 
in every rational mind toward Ihe Almighly; 
This is l&e true foundation of divine worship. 
It is the deep and soleinn emotion which is the 
essence of the worship, which holy beii^ in all 
worlds offer unto Ood. 

And this feeling would lead to a reverence 
of every thing which has any relation to Qod. 

His very name would be sacred. 

We have read of men of great 
eminence who never mentioned that name with- 
out a solemn pause, or some external token of 
reverence. 

The duty which mo^ naturally arises fix>m 
the relation which man sustains to God, aa 

his Creator, Bene&ctor, and Be* 

deemer, is that of gratitude. This 
is when strong a very lively and impulsive 
feeling. It draws men along as taken captive; 
and yet the constraint is not painful, but 
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Ukaaing. Und^ tke influence of g^txtdei 
men will engage in the most odious duties, and 
will voluntarily make the most self-denying sa- 
eiifices. Under the influence of this aifectioa 
men have been willing to lay down their lives. 
Gratitude is then an important principle of man's 
obedience. It is true, some have attempt€3l to 
degrade this principle as one which scarcely can 
be said to partake of the nature of virtue, be* 
cause it has respect to sel^ and to our own in* 
tetesl. But though gratitude originates in the 
sense of benefits received by ourselves, it de* 
serves not to be classed with mere selfish affeo> 
tions. Its object is to make a return to a bene« 
&ctor for favour received. It is, therefore, an 
elevated species of justice ; for when a suitable 
and adequate return can be made for &voun 
received^ gratitude Irill not be satisfied until thif 
s done. And in regard to the benefits received 
from our Creator, as an adequate compensation 
is utterly beyond our power, gratitude manifests 
itself ^^ ^acknowledgment of obligation in thanks* 
giving and in imceasing praises. There is, how- 
ever, no necessity to ai^^e this matter ; the ap 
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peal may safisly be made to the feelings of every 
rightly constitated mind. All men who ac- 
knowledge the existenoe and Providence of God, 
feel that a debt of gratitude is due to their great 
BenefiEustor. 

As the mind, when uncomipted, is so consti- 
tated ae» to love and esteem whatever is excel- 
lent, and as moral excellence is 

Love. 

superior to all other amiable ob- 
jects; and as God possesses this excellence 
in an infinite degree, it is reasonable that he 
filiould be esteemed above every other object 
Finite minds, it is true, can never exercise 
love proportionate to the excellence of this 
Glorious Being ; but as far as they possess the 
capacity of apprehending it, and the susceptibil- 
ity of affection, they are under moral obligation 
to love God with all their powers. And this 
cannot be considered as demanding too much of 
the rational creature, for no other measure of 
affection can be fixed without supposing a wrong 
estimate of the object, or a defect of right feel- 
ing ; for what is more reasonable than to pro- 
portion the intensity of our affection to the ex* 
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orilenoe of the object ? But in this also, the ex- 
oellency of the object infinitely surpasses our 
capacity of love, so that if the mind should be 
enlarged a thousand-fold, so as to possess a thou- 
sand times as great a power of love and esteem 
as at present, the obligation to love God with 
this increasing capacity would be complete ; and 
any less degree of esteem and care would be 
casting dishonour on God. And again, this ob- 
ligation would exist, even* if it were painful to 
come up in our affections to this high demand ; 
but this is so far from being the fact, that man's 
happiness is perfect in the same proportion as his 
obedience is perfect From every consideration, 
therefore, it is evident that man is bound by the 
law of his nature, and the relation which he sus* 
tains to God, to love him with his whole soul. 

As the will of God is always guided by wis- 
dom and goodness, whenever and 

Sabmiaitoa. 

however this will is manifested, it 
should be implicitly and cheerfully submitted to, 
even though contrary to our wishes, and even 
what seems best to our reason ; which is submis* 
sion to the Providence of God. 
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Another da^ clearly incumbent on the ra* 

tional creature of God, is trust or confidence. 

As man is dependent, and as the 

TntL 

supply of his necessities can be 
deriyed fit>m no other source than fix>m God, is 
is evidently his duty to place his confidence in 
God for every thing, believing in his goodness, 
Guthfdlness and power. 

This trust in God, however, involves the 
duty of prayer. It is as natural and reasonable 
for a dependent creature to apply 
to its Creator for what it needs, as 
for a child thus to solicit the aid of a parent 
who is believed to have the disposition and 
ability to bestow what it needs. Plausible 
objections have been raised against the duty 
of prayer, derived firom the omniscience oi 
God, and firom his immutable purposes. -But 
these objections possess no real validity. For 
although God knows perfectly beforehand wha« 
his creatures need, yet the acknowledgment of 
their dependence is manifestly proper, and the 
offering of petitions for such things as they 
need, has a tendency to keep up a proper sense 
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of dependence. And as God deals witli his 
creatures according to the nature which he has 
given them, it is proper that he should require 
of them such dispositions and acts as are becom* 
ing independent creatures. This, too, is in accord- 
ance with the conduct of men on whom others 
are dependent The object of prayer, including 
praise, is to preserve in the mind a right state 
of feeling towards a Being to whom it owes 
every thing, and from whom alone blessings 
can be expected. The highest privilege of the 
most exalted creature is to enjoy communion 
and intercourse with the Infinite Source of 
all good. Prayer is the only means which 
mux enjoys of holding immediate intercourse 
with his Maker. And this privilege is the 
highest honour which he can enjoy in the pre- 
sent state. So also, it is a means of the most 
sublime happiness. By this exercise he draws 
near to Qod, and when such approaches are 
made sincerely and affectionately on his part, it 
cannot be doubted that Divine communications 
will be vouchsafed, and the light of the Divine 
fbvour be lifted upon him, and the answer to his 
12 
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prayers be granted by the dispensations of di« 
vine Providence toward him. 

As to the objection derived from the im- 
mutability of the Divine purposes, it arises 
from a narrow view of this sub- 

Witt DiJiIirSr* J®^*> ^^^^ ^®*^^ ^^* *^ import- 
ant part of the Divine plan. The 
purposes of God, though immutablei are not in- 
consistent with the freedom of the creatures, nor 
with the use and efficacy of appropriate means* 
The truth is, all these acts and means are in- 
cluded in the Divine plan. If God has decreed 
that a certain field shall produce a plentiful crop ; 
he has also decreed that all the influences of 
sun, rain, and the necessary labour shall taloe 
place. And if he has purposed to bestow cer- 
tain favours on his rational creatures, he may in 
the same manner purpose that these benefits shall 
be given in answer to prayer ; so that prayer may 
be considered as the means by which these bless- 
ings are obtained as truly as a plentiful crop is 
the effect of a skilful and laborious tillage of the 
ground. 

As to external acts of devotion, reason and 
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natoie teach that humility and reverence in 
our words, attitudes, and gestures 
are highly proper when we ad- ^^i^^*^^ 
dress our praises unto God. When 
we are filled with devotional feelings, natuiv 
prompts to give utterance to our emotions ; and 
the use of appropriate sounds and gestures seems 
also to keep up and increase the feelings of the 
ipind. These outward expressions, however, are 
not essential to acceptable prayer. The silent 
breathings of desire are known to God, and will 
be acceptable to him. It is reasonable to believe 
that Gkxi never takes more complacency in his 
creatures, than when they come before him in 
.the humble, reverential posture of adoration, 
prayer, and praise. 

Nothing can be more evident, than that the 
creature should exercise benevo- ^ 
lence or good will towards the ^J^^l^^^ 
Author of his being. Not that we 
can desire Him to be more excellent, more wise, 
more powerful, or more independent than he is; 
but we may rejoice in all his attributes and glory 
in his greatness, and be delighted with the idea. 
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of his unbounded and umnternq)tdd hftppinMi ; 
and in these elevated emotions of joy, and acts 
of glorying and glorifying Gbd, it is believed 
that the purest, sublimest, and most constant 
happiness of all holj beings consists. NolMng 
is more evident to impartial reason, than that the 
glorjr of God should be the supreme object of 
the rational creature's pursuit It is, in fact, the 
noblest object which can be considered. We are 
unable to ima^e any thing more glorious for 
God himself to seek, than his own glory. Cer- 
tainly, then, it is the highest end at which any 
creature can aim; and it is a sentiment entirely 
accordant with reason, that all the creation wsb 
produced for the purpose of exhibiting the 
glory of God. And man was endowed with a 
capacity of knowing and loving God, for the 
very purpose of glorifying his Maker. Not that 
any addition can be made to the essential pei^ 
fection and felicity of the Eternal One ; but the 
manifestation of these perfections is what is pro- . 
perly called the glory of God. 

All the duties which have been specified, 
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eommend ihemselyes, as obligatoiy >n the ra 
tLOJisl creature, to eveiy impartial 

BuouiuuFy* 

mind; all that seems farther ne« 

cessary is to give a brief summary of what has 

been said on this subject 

The order in which these devotional exercises 
are set down is not very important ; for though 
there is an order of precedence 
and sequence m all our mental ex* lan, 
erdses, yet while it is unnecessary 
to speak of these affections which have God for 
their object, seriatim, they are commonly 
combined and mingled in the conscious ex« 
perience .of the mind ; so that in the same 
moment various acts and exercises appear to 
be simultaneous^ They may, however, be all 
comprehended under the single term, Love^ if 
we give a genuine meaning to that term. 

The summation which seems as proper as 
any other which occurs, is the following: 

1. Adoration, having for its 
object the greatness, majesty, ho- 
liness, and incomprehensibility of God* 

2. Admirationf or holy wonder of the wift* 
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dom of God in tlie mtdtiplied oontriTaixxs and 
organizations in the created nidyeise. 

8. Esteem for ajvd complaomcy in (MHamofnX 
txodlence. 

4. Desire of Union and Chmmunion with Ooi^ 
and of oonformit J to his cliaracter. * 

6. Oratitude for his goodness manifested in 
all creation ; but particularly to man, in the con- 
stitution of his soul and body, and in the provi- 
sion made by the providence of God for the sub- 
sbtenoe and comfort of the human fEunily, and 
of all living creatures. 

6. IHut^ or Cbnfidence in Ood^ as a benignant 
and kind Father and Protector, who will not 
abandon the work of his own hands, nor be 
wanting in contributing to their happiness in 
future, as long as they are obedient to his wilL 

7. Acquiescence in ike tviU of Ood^ and sub- 
mission to those dispensations which even cross 
the natural feelings, is an evident moral duty. 
Indeed, the surrender of soul and body to God, 
to be used and disposed of by him for his own 
glory, is the state of mind of which the mora] 
(acuity approves. 



yGoogk 



DUTT TO CRSATOB. 271 

8. Prayer to Ood for such things as we need, 
IB a duty dictated by the law of nature, includ* 
ing suitable expressions of our devotional feel- 
ings in words and gestures* But no creature 
nas a right to institute or adopt any ceremonies 
of worship which God has not appointed. 

9. Making ihe Ohry of Qod the eupreme end 
ofaU his actions^ the object of his constant and 
untiring pursuit ; and rejoicing and triumpHing 
in the infinite glory, independence, immutability, 
and blessedness of God. 

The above enumeration, it is believed, com- 
prehends the internal acts and exercises in which 
the duty of man to God consists. 

What ntBoa af 

which duties plainly arise out of flrmaof mm's «i 
the attributes of God and man's 
relation to him, as his Creator, Preserver, and 
Benefactor. And if man had never fidled in the 
oerformance of these duties — if he had continued 
o exercise those affections which spontaneously 
spring up in his soul, when he came from the 
hands of his Creator, this world, instead of being 
a land of misery, would now have been a bloom- 
mg paradise of joy. And we may be sure that 
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1^ good God who lores all his creatures aoooid- 
ing to their actions, would never have pernutted 
the natural evils which now oppress the human 
soul, to have entered into the world. Sickness, 
&mine, and death in its thousand different formS| 
would have been unknown. 

It is evident from the slightest view of the 
character of man in all ages and countries, that 
he has lost his primeval integrity, 
that the whole race have by some 
means fallen into the dark gulf of sin and misery. 
This, reason teaches ; but how to escape from 
this wretched condition, she teaches not 
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